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Chapter 1 
 
Introduction 
 
1.1 Presentation of the study 
 
The acquisition of a second language is an accomplishment which demands 
complex cognitive processes in a learner’s mind. It begins with a blank slate and 
slowly develops through contact with the new and unknown language. From the 
early ‘silent period’ of learning, through the first tentative steps of speaking in 
short, practised phrases and ultimately to achieving a degree of fluency, it is a 
process fraught with problems and pitfalls for the learner. But it is a process with 
immense rewards. The ability to communicate in a second language, to immerse 
oneself in the culture and history of others, to be able to appreciate the literature, 
the poetry, the music, the fine arts and the food of others and to be able to forge 
friendship with those of different backgrounds, customs and traditions is 
immeasurably rewarding. My aim in this study is to explore the main factors 
which influence the process of attaining that objective. 
 
With reference to relevant studies and literature and through the analysis of 
authentic oral data I shall examine the problems associated with second language 
acquisition. In particular, I will develop a psycholinguistic analysis of the oral 
production of English students learning Italian as a second language. I shall focus 
predominantly on the errors they make, why they make them and the 
compensatory and self-repair strategies employed to mitigate these errors.  
This study will attempt to determine the factors which lead second language 
learners to make mistakes: I shall explore the potential influence, if any, of the 
first language along with individual variation. I shall also investigate the 
prevalence of errors in language and endeavour to identify any causative factors 
of recurrent errors in oral practice. Students’ errors in oral performance represent 
a valuable tool which helps their learning process and progression, in fact “while 
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the learner’s correct sentences do not necessarily give evidence of the rules the 
learner is using or of the hypotheses he is testing, his errors suggest the strategies 
he employs to work out the rules of the new language and the rules he has 
developed at given stages of his language development” (Richards 1974:1). 
 
I will place particular emphasis on the phenomenon of self-repair in oral 
speech; my data will be used to illustrate the various classifications of self-repair 
mechanisms and I shall examine the strategies used by participants in my study. I 
shall attempt to verify the important role which speech errors and their corrective 
measures play in aiding our understanding of second language acquisition. As 
psycholinguist Kormos (1999:303) claimed “speech errors have traditionally been 
seen as exposures of the underlying language-formulating machinery and, indeed, 
taken together with the study of hesitation devices and pauses, it is the analysis of 
repair mechanisms that can provide us with the most direct information about the 
psychological and linguistic processes at work in second language”. I shall show 
that the self-repair behaviour of second language learners gives us great insight to 
the profound mental processes that speakers develop before, during and after the 
development of their speech. 
 
This work is divided into six chapters. This chapter introduces the main areas 
of my research and investigation. It also outlines the methodology and collection 
of data, that I examined for the analysis, along with some background information 
of the participants in my study and group details of the circumstances under which 
the data were collected. 
 
In the second chapter I will review prevailing understanding of second 
language learners’ errors, scrutinising the early theories dating back to the 1950s, 
through to more recent perspectives. I shall discuss the differences of opinion 
which have formulated over this time period. This review begins with the 
behaviourist learning theory and follows its progression into contrastive analysis 
and, ultimately, to error analysis. I will evaluate the key claims of main figures in 
linguistic research, such as Corder, who drew the distinction between mistakes 
and errors; Selinker, who contributed to the domain by offering the concept of 
‘interlanguage’; and Krashen who developed the monitor theory, which broadened 
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the investigation of the second language learning process and the way learners put 
their knowledge into practice. 
 
In the third chapter I will make a detailed study of error in second language 
acquisition. I will identify and define the different kinds of errors that past 
research has postulated and evaluate the most recent theories. I will also discuss 
the concept of interlanguage and examine some peculiar phenomena which occur 
in the course of second language acquisition, such as error fossilisation, slips of 
the tongue and code-switching. I will offer corroborating examples from my own 
data. The second part of chapter three contains a linguistic analysis of the errors 
made by the participants in my study group; the analysis of the data was carried 
out from a phonological, morphological, syntactic and lexical point of view. 
Finally, learning strategies based on the second language are described and a 
taxonomy of error structure will be provided on the basis of the analysis of my 
data. 
 
In the fourth chapter the attention of the study will focus on self-correction. 
First of all, I will investigate the main theories of monitoring and I will consider 
the latest studies on self-repair in second language acquisition, which is a 
relatively new area of interest amongst researchers. I shall discuss the concepts of 
noticing and attention. The structure of self-repair will be described and, finally, I 
will report on the kind of corrective feedback which usually leads second 
language learners to spontaneously self-correct when talking. 
 
The fifth chapter discusses the results of my research. I will identify the main 
compensatory strategies employed by students, at times of insufficient second 
language knowledge, to achieve effective and meaningful communication. These 
are strategies such as code-switching and code-mixing, as well as hesitation 
phenomena. Subsequently, a comprehensive taxonomy of self-repair behaviour in 
speech will be presented, this being based primarily upon the investigative 
findings of Levelt, Kormos and van Hest. Using their premises as my reference 
point, I shall present an analytical review of the self-repairs in my data. 
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The final chapter will draw some conclusions based upon the findings of my 
study and the theoretical background that I have adopted. 
 
 
1.2 My data: methodology description 
 
The data analysed in my study are taken from ten hours of audio-recordings of 
Italian extra-conversations with English speaking students, learning Italian as a 
second language, in which I participated as the students’ tutor. Each lesson was 
one hour long; I collected six hours of recordings with the fourth year students 
and four hours with the second year students. I spent six months at Cardiff 
University as an Erasmus student and, during my stay there, an Italian teacher 
asked me if I wanted to teach some weekly conversation classes with second and 
fourth year students of Italian, as part of the module “Pedagogy of a Foreign 
Language”. 
The recordings took place over a period of two months, between November 
and December 2014. Participants of this study were aware of being audio-
recorded, they were informed of my study’s purposes and they each granted 
permission for the use of recordings and of their personal details. I chose to 
analyse conversation rather than a written interaction, because I recognised that 
the circumstances provided me with a valuable opportunity to gather data from 
quasi-spontaneous communication. Although present whilst making recordings, 
my speech was not included in the analysis. 
I worked alongside other Italian colleagues, preparing lesson plans and trying 
to focus on current topics of interest which would inspire and enthuse students, in 
order to encourage them to talk as much as possible in class. 
 
I worked with students with differing proficiency levels. The fourth year 
participants were Chelsea, Dalila, Georgina, Megan, Michela, Peppa, Sean, Tom 
and Zoe; the second year group comprised of Anais, Eddie, Georgia, Rachel and 
Rosemary. 
Fourth year students had spent at least three months in Italy as Erasmus 
students during their third year at university. At the beginning it was challenging 
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to understand how to relate with each student, not only because of their different 
linguistic competence, but also because each of them had experienced different 
approaches to the Italian language. For example, there were two English speaking 
fourth year students, Michela and Dalila, who have Italian origins, therefore they 
had an advantage over the other students. Other fourth year learners, such as 
Peppa and Georgina, had spent a full year in Italy both studying and working. For 
this reason, when talking in Italian, they were much more fluent than Sean and 
Chelsea, who had studied in Italy for just three months.  
 
Extracurricular conversation lessons were not compulsory and, as a 
consequence, students’ attendance was inconsistent. There were students such as 
Chelsea, Dalila, Megan and Tom of the fourth year who showed up only once, 
whilst others took part in every lesson. For example, the second year students 
Eddie and Anais were always present, but Georgia and Rachel also attended only 
once. This made it difficult to establish a balanced level of their language 
knowledge and competence and my colleagues and I ran the risk of 
misinterpreting their linguistic abilities. In addition, it took great effort to establish 
a cooperative relationship with those who attended only a few times. 
Another interesting point that needs to be mentioned is that some of these 
students’ second language was not only Italian, but Spanish and/or French. Anais, 
whose first language is French, is an English and Italian student in her second 
year. Michela and Zoe are fourth year students of Italian and Spanish, similarly to 
Sean, who studies French and Italian both as a second language. The fourth year 
students Peppa and Georgina study only Italian. 
 
 
1.3 Goals and expected results 
 
Finally, I expect that subjective factors will play a fundamental role in the 
active participation of students in conversation. I had to deal with introverted and 
shy learners, who often remained silent and tended to prefer listening to the others 
rather than talking; there were also extrovert and self-confident students, who 
actively participated more than others. Inevitably these individual characteristics, 
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together with individual cognitive abilities, would influence the learners’ 
participation and their monitor in speech. I presume there will be significant 
differences amongst the learners. 
Extra-conversation lessons took place in the university’s café, thus in a very 
informal, face-to-face environment; conversation groups were relatively small. 
This venue allowed students to feel more relaxed and, overall, they were not 
afraid of being judged when talking. They had total freedom of expression to 
share ideas and monitor their speech without being over-concerned about making 
errors; they showed a confident attitude when trying to perform self-repairs. 
My data were categorised on the basis of the participants’ speech, utilising the 
linguistic and psycholinguistic tools developed by existing theories. 
I selected the most relevant examples of linguistic errors and self-repairs from 
my data for discussion. Each example has been allocated a speech cue reference. 
Throughout this work the speech cue containing the example has been referenced 
within square brackets. 
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Chapter 2 
 
Historical perspectives of learners’ errors in second 
language acquisition 
 
Discovering what goes on in the minds of students whilst they are in the 
process of learning a language is a fascinating subject which has been investigated 
since the 1950s in second language (L2)
1
 research. Particular attention has been 
granted to errors made by learners acquiring a foreign language (FL): through the 
term ‘second language acquisition’ (SLA)2 linguists refer to the “subconscious or 
conscious process by which a language other than the mother tongue is learnt in a 
natural or a tutored setting” (Ellis 1985:6). In fact, the nature, the quality and the 
cause of a learner’s error can be analysed in order to understand both the learner’s 
level of knowledge and the ways in which a second language is learned (Corder 
1973:257; Richards 1974:1; Johnson 2001:59). This field of study, with its 
methodological difficulties, has been developed and broadened by numerous 
second language acquisition researchers throughout the last fifty years. 
In order to give greater clarity to the study of learners’ errors and self-repairs, I 
will first introduce the various linguistic and psychological approaches used in the 
treatment of errors in the past; this section will focus on the analysis of second 
language learners errors’. 
 
 
2.1 Early studies  
 
The role of the first language (L1)
3
 has had a long and controversial history in 
the development of second language acquisition research (Gass, Selinker 
2001:65): it is a popular belief that L2 learners rely widely on their native 
language when learning an FL. Early theories assumed that the role of the L1 in 
                                                          
1
 “L2 can refer to any language learned after learning the first language (L1), regardless of 
whether it is the second, third, fourth, or fifth language (…)” (Gass, Selinker 2001:5). 
2
 To learn a language after the native language has been learned (Gass, Selinker 2001:5). 
3
 This refers to the first language that a child learns, it is called also mother tongue (MT) and/or 
native language (NL) (Gass, Selinker 2001:5). 
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SLA is a negative one, due to the strong influences and interferences on the 
learning of the L2 (Ellis 1985:19). It is said to be negative because the previous 
knowledge of other languages could influence L2 learners in their approach to 
phonology, morphology, semantics, syntax and lexis of the second language they 
are attempting to learn, and lead them to perform errors. (Lightbown, Spada 
1993:21). As this branch of research developed in the early 1970s, L1 interference 
was no longer considered to be the main source of learners’ errors; it was shown 
that many of the predicted errors caused by L1 transfer
4
 did not actually 
materialise and, furthermore, that some of the errors that were not predicted did 
occur. Hence, researchers began to investigate L2 acquisition through alternative 
methods (Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:52). 
The evolution of the notion of interference takes its origin in behaviourist 
learning theory, and develops through Contrastive Analysis. This hypothesis is 
followed by a theoretical and empirical attack brought by Error Analysis (Ellis 
1985:20; Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:52). 
 
2.1.1 Behaviourist learning theory 
Up to the end of 1960s, the understanding of language learning was influenced 
by literature based upon the psychology of learning; the leading school of thought 
which prevailed was behaviourism (Ellis 1985:20; Gass, Selinker 2001:66). As 
opposed to Noam Chomsky’s stance, who claimed that “children’s minds are not 
blank slates to be filled merely by imitating language they hear in the 
environment” (Lightbown, Spada 1993:8), traditional behaviourists mantained 
that language learning is simply a matter of imitation. 
In fact, according to behaviourists, whose major figure was Robert Lado, 
language learning is a large, mechanical and cumulative process of habit 
formation (Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:53): their belief was that “when a new habit 
was learned, old (already learned) habits would have some effect on the learning 
process” (Johnson 2001:59). For behaviourist theorists, errors are the consequence 
                                                          
4
 This term refers to the psychological process whereby prior knowledge of the first language will 
affect the subsequent learning of a second language (Gass, Selinker 2001:66). 
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of the interference of first language habits on target language (TL)
5
 learning 
(Lightbown, Spada 1993:23). 
A distinction has to be made between positive transfer and negative transfer. 
The former regards the facilitation given when similar aspects are shared by both 
first and second language, whilst the latter is a negative interference brought by a 
series of previously learned acknowledgments which tend to emerge and influence 
situations where a new and different set is required (Ellis 1985; Gass, Selinker 
2001; Johnson 2001). In this case the product will be incorrect and errors will 
follow. Thus, according to behaviourists, L2 learners’ errors were “the result of 
non-learning, rather than wrong learning” (Ellis 1985:22). 
Errors should be avoided and, in order to do so, Lado believed that by 
comparing the native language and the second language, it was possible to 
identify similarities which could assist the learning process. Additionally, 
detecting differences could identify any potential areas of difficulties for the 
learner. Accordingly, many language comparison based research projects were 
conducted in an attempt to formulate these predictions (Ellis 1985; Gass, Selinker 
2001; Johnson 2001). It was this behaviourism learning theory that gave birth to 
the more structured Contrastive Analysis. 
 
2.1.2 Contrastive Analysis (CA) 
During the early 1960s, the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis, in its strong 
version, claimed that errors in L2 learning can be predicted and/or detected by 
considering the differences between the L2 and the learner’s first language (Ellis 
1985:23; Gass, Selinker 2001:72). Lee (1968:180) argued that “the prime cause, 
or even the sole cause, of difficulty and error in foreign language learning is 
interference coming from the learner’s native language”. 
However, as the research developed, an opposite view arose: the weak version, 
diagnostic and more reasonable in its claims, showed that a contrastive analysis 
can be used to identify and explain which errors are the result of L1 interference, 
but only after they have occurred (Ellis 1985:24; Johnson 2001:63). In fact, this 
revised hypothesis demonstrated that the L1 is neither the unique nor the first 
cause of L2 learners’ errors: research proved that not all errors predicted by strong 
                                                          
5
 “The target language is the language that the learner is attempting to learn. It comprises the 
native speaker’s grammar” (Ellis 1985:304). 
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CA did actually occur and that many real errors were outside the scope of 
predictability of this theory (Ellis 1985:24; Lightbown, Spada 1993:23). 
In the 1960s the behaviourist theory of language learning was challenged. CA’s 
failure was due to its reliance on assumptions made on general learning theory, 
rather than placing emphasis specifically upon L2 learners’ production and 
learning strategies (Ellis 1985:27; Gass, Selinker 2001:73). The criticism gathered 
force in the early 1970s: “there were doubts concerning the ability of Contrastive 
Analysis to predict errors. These doubts arose when researchers began to examine 
language-learner language in depth (…). The ‘crisis’ in Contrastive Analysis was 
the result, therefore, of empirical, theoretical, and practical considerations” (Ellis 
1985: 27). 
Comparing two languages is a very complex process, and second language 
acquisition cannot be perceived as a mere issue of ‘linguistic hiccups’ (Smith 
1978)
6
 from L1 to L2. On the contrary, as Gass and Selinker note, “there are other 
factors that may influence the process of acquisition, such as innate principles of 
language, attitude, motivation, aptitude, age, other languages known, and so forth” 
(2001:76). 
For instance, a second language learner of Italian, whose mother tongue is 
English, would find difficulty in understanding the Italian equivalent of the verb 
‘to know’, seeing that it can have two possible translations: “sapere, meaning to 
know a fact, to have knowledge of something, or to know how to do something; 
and conoscere, meaning to be familiar or acquainted with something” (Gass, 
Selinker 2001:77). 
Furthermore, researchers found similarities between child language acquisition 
and adult L2 learning, in that adult L2 learners tended to use simple structures 
when approaching the L2, and their errors were of a different nature to those they 
usually make in their native language (Lightbown, Spada 1993:23; Gass, Selinker 
2001:74).  
 
 
 
 
                                                          
6 Smith, M. S. (1978) Applied linguistics and the psychology of instruction. In Studies in Second 
Language Acquisition, vol. 1 (2), pp. 91-106 – Cited in Kellerman 1979. 
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2.1.3 Error Analysis (EA) 
Around the beginning of the 1970s, the interest in CA had waned. New 
important perspectives on second language learning, together with a widespread 
consideration of error types, came to light. The term Error Analysis is used to 
describe these new approaches, where theoretical implications for fields such as 
psychology and linguistics began to merge (Gass, Selinker 2001:78; Johnson 
2001:66). 
 
In the late 1960s and during the 1970s Pit Corder published a series of articles 
about theoretical and empirical procedures to carry out error analysis. 
In “The Significance of Learners’ Errors” (1967) Corder’s view of errors 
departs from what previous theories had mainteined until that moment: errors are 
no longer seen as something to be avoided or eradicated, but rather they provide 
evidence of the state of the learner’s knowledge of the L2 at a particular stage. He 
defined this as evidence of a latent rule-governed system (Corder 1967, in 
Richards 1974:25; Gass, Selinker 2001:78). 
Through the analysis of learners’ errors the researcher can investigate how 
language is learned or acquired, and which strategies an L2 speaker adopts in this 
process. Moreover, Corder affirmed that “(errors) are indispensable to the learner 
himself, because we can regard the making of errors as a device the learner uses in 
order to learn. It is a way the learner has of testing his hypothesis about the nature 
of the language he is learning. The making of errors then is a strategy employed 
both by children acquiring their mother tongue and by those learning a second 
language” (1967, in Richards 1974:25). 
In the same article, Corder distinguished between mistakes and errors, defining 
the former as errors of performance, thus unsystematic and insignificant for the 
process of language learning; and the latter as systematic errors which can be 
predicted and are likely to occur repeatedly, in a particular area, for a limited time, 
as the learner might have incorporated a particular erroneous form from the L2 
(Corder 1967 in Richards 1974:25; Corder 1973:270; Gass, Selinker 2001:78). 
On the basis of this assumption, Corder (1971) conceived the spontaneous 
speech of an L2 learner as meaningful, systematic and regular, characterized by a 
grammar and with a communicative aim. This was the so called idiosyncratic 
dialect, “a peculiar personal code of the learner” (Corder 1971, in Richards 
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1974:158-162, Corder 1973:268). In 1972, Selinker referred to the same concept 
by coining the term interlanguage: a dialect whose rules share characteristics of 
two social dialects or languages, but a different language system from either the 
mother tongue or the target language; it represents the intermediate stage between 
the code of the learner’s native language and the second language he/she is 
learning (Selinker 1972:213; Corder 1973:26).  
Furthermore, Corder (1971) identified erroneous sentences and idiosyncratic 
sentences. The former being ungrammatical examples of failure to follow a 
known rule; these can be readily corrected by the speaker himself, as they are 
transgressions of a recognised rule. Conversely, idiosyncratic sentences do not 
involve failure of performance, but follow the transitional learner’s dialect and are 
grammatical in terms of the learner’s language (Corder 1971, in Richards 
1974:163). 
 
A similar perspective can be appreciated in “A Non-Contrastive Approach to 
Error Analysis”, where Richards (1971) excluded interlanguage (or interlingual) 
errors, that is errors caused by the interference of the L1 on the L2; instead he 
focused on intralingual and developmental errors
7
 (Richards 1971, in Richards 
1974:173). According to him, these kinds of errors come from the language itself 
and reflect general characteristics of language acquisition, besides giving an idea 
of the learner’s competence at a particular stage. 
Richards identifies error types such as over-generalisation where “the learner 
creates a deviant structure on the basis of his experience of other structures in the 
target language” (Richards 1971, in Richards 1974:174); ignorance of rule 
restrictions, that is non-observance of rules’ restrictions; incomplete application 
of rules where, by giving priority to communication, the learner does not master 
the rules required to produce acceptable and correct utterances and, finally, false 
concepts hypothesized, in which the learner does not comprehend distinctions in 
the language he/she is learning and creates hypotheses on the basis of his/her prior 
knowledge (Richards 1971, in Richards 1974:174-178). 
The important conclusion reached by Richards in his study goes hand in hand 
with what Corder previously suggested in his study “The Significance of 
                                                          
7
 “(…) The important point is that they are common to all language learners, thereby being part of 
language development” (Gass, Selinker 2001:80). 
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Learners’ errors” (1967): these errors are often similar to those made by children 
learning their first language (Johnson 2001:66). Therefore, Richards argued that 
“interference from the mother tongue is clearly a major source of difficulty in 
second language learning, and a contrastive analysis has proved valuable in 
locating areas of interlanguage interference. Many errors, however, derive from 
the strategies employed by the learner in language acquisition and from the 
mutual interference of items within the target language. These cannot be 
accounted for by contrastive analysis” (Richards 1971, in Richards 1974:182). 
 
2.1.4 How to conduct Error Analysis 
Later on, in his work “The Study of Learners’ Language: Error Analysis” 
(1973), Corder suggested a series of steps in carrying out Error Analysis,. 
First of all, he argued that mistakes made by an L2 learner are for the most part 
different from those made by a native speaker
8
 of that language: an NS frequently 
makes slips or false starts, called lapses, which he/she is able to correct, while an 
L2 learner makes errors which appear as breaches of the code and are the result of 
an imperfect knowledge of the rules of the code (Corder 1973:259). Hence, to 
conduct an EA it is necessary to collect a sample of learner language production 
and identify the errors contained in it (Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:57). 
Corder interpreted Error Analysis as a comparative process: unlike contrastive 
analyses, where the learner production data are compared to his/her NL, 
comparison here is made between the errors a learner makes when using his/her 
interlanguage and the L2 itself (Corder 1973:275; Gass, Selinker 2001:79). 
Therefore, for a successful identification of errors it is necessary to reconstruct the 
sample “as this would have been produced by the learner’s native speaker 
counterpart” (Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:58). 
This step is fundamental for the next one: the description of learners’ errors in 
fact regards how their data differ from those produced by the learner’s native-
speaker counterparts. Corder suggests four descriptive categories for coding 
errors: “omission of some required element; addition of some unnecessary or 
incorrect element; selection of an incorrect element; and misordering of elements” 
(Corder 1973:277). For a deeper understanding, the researcher will have to assign 
                                                          
8
 For which I shall refer to using the abbreviation ‘NS’. 
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each error identified in the analysis to the different linguistic level to which it 
belongs; after that, he will have to record the frequency of the errors in each 
category (Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:62).  
The following fourth step in the EA is represented by an explanation of errors, 
which consists of determining their source, in order to understand the reasons why 
learners make them. These causes can be psycholinguistic, relating to the nature 
of the L2 learning process; and/or sociolinguistics, when learners might 
deliberately adopt non-standard forms in order to create a particular impression on 
the hearer (Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:62). As already mentioned, distinction between 
errors and mistake has to be made: while mistakes reflect processing failures 
given by memory limitations and lack of automaticity (Ellis, Shintani 2014:253), 
errors arise because of gaps in the learner’s L2 knowledge (Ellis, Barkhuizen 
2005:62). 
As Richards (1971) stated, interlingual errors show the sign of the influence of 
the mother tongue, “or other languages possessed by the learner”, adds Corder 
(1973:284). As a consequence “when in the course of learning a second language 
the learner is faced with the need to communicate something which lies beyond 
what he possesses, he will have to resort to silence, gesture or the mother tongue” 
(Corder 1973:284). 
At this stage, it is necessary to introduce the concept of transfer, that Corder 
distinguishes from borrowings. Transfer is defined as the learner’s attempt to 
convey his message in the same way as he/she would do in his/her mother tongue; 
because his/her interlanguage lacks means to express his/her actual meaning, the 
learner relies upon L1 forms while communicating (Corder 1973:284; 1983, in 
Gass, Selinker 1993:26; Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:65). Differently, borrowing is not 
a learning process, but a communicative strategy through which the learner uses 
the L1, without introducing it in his/her interlanguage system (Corder 1983, in 
Gass, Selinker 1993:26). Problems arise when EA is not able to state on the basis 
of ‘what’ learners chose to transfer some forms or structures rather than others. 
Kellerman (1979) suggested that two interacting factors are involved: one is 
protoypicality, that is the perception a learner has of the L2, the other is language 
distance, that is the degree to which the L1 structure is distant from the L2. 
Considering this, he recognises the learner as an active participant in the learning 
process, who determines what to transfer and when to do so. This is a continually 
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changing process: the perceived distance, that is the similarity between L1 and L2 
forms, constantly changes as the learner improves his/her knowledge and 
competence of the foreign language (Kellerman 1979). 
Furthermore, Stenson (in Schumann, Stenson 1974:56) coined the term 
‘induced errors’ as opposed to natural, spontaneous errors. By induced errors he 
categorises errors that recur in classroom situations and are the result of the way 
language is taught. However, Stenson noted that “there are errors that recur 
despite a teaching situation designed to avoid them” (in Schumann, Stenson 
1974:68); therefore, learners’ errors can be evidence of the use of a natural 
learning strategy, as well as of a certain classroom instruction.  
All the aforementioned theories about error explanation suggest that definitive 
identification of errors in learners’ interlanguage is not an easy goal to achieve. In 
many cases, in fact, errors are explicable in terms of multiple sources, because 
there are various simultaneous processes going on (Corder 1973:290; Ellis, 
Barkhuizen 2005:66), such as: “transfer, overgeneralization, faulty categorization, 
not to mention lapses and syntactic blends
9
, which operate in the planning and 
execution of an utterance” (Corder 1973:290). 
 
The final step in Corder’s EA is error evaluation, which involves the decision 
of how the error should be evaluated and repaired, by providing the learner with 
more appropriate and fruitful data that will allow him/her to discover the relevant 
rules of the L2 (Corder 1973:293; Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:67). 
What Corder reminds us in one of his latest studies “A Role for the Mother 
Tongue”  (1983), is that simplifications of linguistic structures made by the L2 
learner during the earlier stages of the learning process, cannot be seen as learning 
strategies. Instead, it is the implicit knowledge of the mother tongue which is 
simplified and adjusted by the learner through a mental process, by which he/she 
‘transfers’ those simplified structures to the separate and developing knowledge of 
the L2. “The evidence for such a process of transfer is presumably the persistent 
occurrence of incorrect mother-tongue-like features in the learner’s performance” 
(Corder 1983, in Gass, Selinker 1993:25). 
 
                                                          
9
 Usual mistakes of several sorts made by native speakers (Corder 1973:257). 
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2.1.5 The crisis of Error Analysis: towards new perspectives 
Error Analysis was not without its critics: in particular it was accused of 
relying totally and exclusively on errors, without taking into account other 
information useful to analyse and understand the entire process of an L2 learner’s 
linguistic behaviour. Moreover, what led to jeopardise Error Analysis was its 
inability to methodologically categorise an error and give it a plausible 
explanation (Gass, Selinker 2001:84). 
Finally, another problematic area of this kind of analysis is related to the source 
of errors. In 1974, two American applied linguists, Dulay and Burt, gave rise to an 
alternative theory of error analysis, by observing both developmental errors and 
errors resulting from interference (Ellis 1985:34; Johnson 2001:68). 
They carried out several studies and compared the various kinds of errors they 
found. The outcome of this research was that L2 acquisition is primarily a 
developmental process that develops naturally, similar to children learning their 
mother tongue (Johnson 2001:69; Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:69). Hence, every 
specific error could have a particular cause on one occasion, but the same error 
could be the result of something else on another: “There is no logical or 
psycholinguistic reason why a given error should have a single, invariable cause” 
(Ellis 1985:35). 
Dulay and Burt conducted their studies with children, but their results were 
supported by other works, for instance by Krashen’s research, which showed that 
most L2 learners’ errors are developmental and both children and adults follow a 
“universal morpheme acquisition order” (Johnson 2001:70-71), whatever their 
mother tongue is. 
The acquisition of a second language is not an automatic process, but rather a 
‘creative construction’, and further studies demonstrated that there are other 
factors as sources of errors which cannot be attributed only to native language 
influence (Gass, Selinker 1993:6). 
Error Analysis slowly lost the popularity it acquired during the years, and is no 
longer considered as the preferred method for analysing the process of L2 learning 
(Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:70). 
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2.2 Krashen’s Monitor Theory and Schumann’s Acculturation 
Theory: a psycholinguistic and a socio-cultural approach to L2 
acquisition 
 
As the research on SLA developed, new theories arose which gave evidence 
that language learning is an active process. Reference was made to Chomsky’s 
ideas on first language acquisition, for which learners construct internal 
representations of the language they are learning (Lightbown, Spada: 1993:26; 
Gass, Selinker 2001:198). 
 
2.2.1 The Monitor Theory 
Through the analysis of learners’ errors at various stages in their second 
language acquisition process, Stephen Krashen (1982) proposed the ‘Monitor 
Model’, an overall theory of L2 acquisition which attempts to combine 
researchers’ findings from various different fields of study (Lightbown, Spada 
1993:26). He developed five central hypotheses, which will be illustrated below.  
The acquisition-learning hypothesis suggests that second language learners 
have two different ways of developing, internalising and using L2 knowledge. On 
the one hand, acquisition is the more important, subconscious and intuitive 
process, similar to the way children develop their ability in the first language. It is 
the result of the learner’s focus on meaning, rather than form, in natural 
communication. On the other hand, learning refers to conscious knowledge of the 
second language and occurs through a conscious study of form, rules and giving 
attention to error correction (Ellis 1985:261; Lightbown, Spada 1993:27; Gass, 
Selinker 2001:199). According to Krashen, acquired and learnt knowledge are 
stored separately in the learner’s brain: through implicit (acquired) knowledge, an 
L2 learner initiates, comprehends and produces utterances in performance; while 
explicit (learnt) knowledge is available to the performer only as a ‘monitor’ 
(Krashen 1981:2; Ellis 1985:261). 
The Monitor hypothesis shows how the learnt system is a device used by 
learners to correct and control their language performance. It can be activated if 
three necessary conditions are accessible: 
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- there must be sufficient time to allow the learner to consciously think 
about and apply conscious grammatical rules; 
- the learner must be focused on form and correctness, not on meaning; 
- he/she has to know the rules and have a correct mental representation of 
the language system in order to apply it correctly. 
 
In normal conversation it is very difficult to apply conscious learning to 
perform successfully; learners do not have sufficient time to think about how to 
correctly use conscious grammatical rules. Thus, conscious learning is only 
available as a ‘monitor’. Krashen’s model allows learners “to self-correct after the 
performance, by using acquired knowledge or their ‘feel’ for grammaticality. That 
is what native speakers generally do in the case of speech errors” (Krashen 
1981:4). 
Furthermore, following the natural order hypothesis, it is noticeable that 
language rules are acquired in a predictable sequence. When engaged in natural 
communication, learners pass through similar stages in development, supporting 
Dulay and Burt’s findings. 
According to the input hypothesis, ‘acquisition’ takes place as a result of the 
learner having understood the input
10, which “contains forms and structures just 
beyond the learner’s current level of competence in the language” (Lightbown, 
Spada 1993:28). 
Another point to be considered in the process of SLA is the affective filter 
hypothesis, that is how affective factors relate to it. The affective filter is 
something that children do not utilise, so it is peculiar to L2 acquisition. Not 
everyone is successful in learning a second language and this might depend on 
several elements, such as the learner’s motivation, attitude, self-confidence, 
anxiety (Ellis 1985:263; Gass, Selinker 2001:202). Affective factors are emotional 
factors which can have a strong influence on FL learning and can lie also at the 
origins of errors. 
Krashen proposes that there are three kind of learners. The optimal user knows 
how to use learning as a real supplement to acquisition. The major distinction is 
made between the over-users and the under-users. The former are over-concerned 
                                                          
10
 The language to which learners are exposed (Gass, Selinker 2001:259). “(…) Input serves as the 
data which the learner must use to determine the rules of the Target Language” (Ellis 1985:298). 
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with correctness and always refer to conscious rules when using their L2. Their 
self-correction behaviour suggests that these performers are consciously aware of 
the rule they violated and that they do not trust their intuitions for grammaticality 
in the second language; as a consequence they often choose to remain silent. 
On the contrary, the under-users seem to be uninfluenced by error correction, 
in fact they usually self-correct ‘by feel’ and rely on their subconscious acquired 
system rather than a conscious grammar protocol when performing (Krashen 
1981:12-18). 
 
2.2.2 The Acculturation Theory 
Another interesting model which deals with L2 learners’ errors is Schumann’s 
Acculturation Theory (1978). It refers to people acquiring a foreign language in 
the country where that language is daily spoken, thus it is directly linked to the 
learners’ view of native speakers, their society and the acculturation process that 
L2 learners are undergoing. In particular, this theory introduces a new and 
interesting phenomenon in errors, defined as error fossilisation. This occurs when 
the L2 learning development stops at a certain stage (Johnson 2001:97). It appears 
to happen because the second language learner has acquired sufficient language 
competence and he/she is no longer interested in broadening his/her language 
knowledge. Hence, erroneous forms stabilise, and fossilisation sets in. In fact, 
when learners “are using FL for simple communicative purposes, early 
fossilization is likely to occur. Where, on the other hand, the learner wishes in 
some way to integrate with the speakers of the FL, to be considered as one of 
them (the integrative function), then there is a motivation for fossilized forms to 
be replaced by the standard ones” (Johnson 2001: 98-101). 
 
Learners’ errors is an issue that has aroused great interest in psycholinguistics 
and pedagogy since the early 1950s and is still highly investigated. Contrastive 
Analysis replaced behaviourism, and Error Analysis became the most popular 
model during the 1970s. These early studies paved the way to other Second 
Language Acquisition theories, useful for teachers and second language pedagogy 
in general. 
In the next session I will delve into the notion of error and I will analyse my 
data, classifying different error types on the basis of the various linguistic level. 
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Chapter 3 
 
Errors in second language acquisition. A linguistic 
analysis 
 
The previous chapter discussed the various investigative interpretations of 
second language acquisition that had prevailed in the past. I will now focus on the 
notion of error, considering the most recent perspectives and scrutinising some 
specific phenomena such as interlanguage, fossilisation, slips of the tongue, and 
code-switching. 
I will also carry out a phonological, morphological, syntactic and lexical 
analysis of my data, based on the aforementioned theories, and finally I will 
describe the structure of the most common L2 errors. 
 
 
3.1 ‘Errors’ in Second Language Acquisition 
 
When errors occur in second language usage it is often assumed that the 
speaker has difficulties in learning, but it may also be evidence that his/her 
learning process is, in fact, advancing. As we have already observed, not all errors 
in learner language are due to the influence of the mother tongue and not all 
instances of transfer lead to errors (Ringbom, 1987:69). In fact, second language 
learners try to derive rules relevant to the data to which they have been exposed; 
they may develop hypotheses, based upon previous knowledge, that correspond 
neither to their first language nor to the second language. 
As a matter of fact, knowledge of other languages can lead learners to make 
incorrect guesses about how the subsequent (L2, L3, etc.) language that they are 
attempting to learn is structured; and this may cause errors which a learner of a 
first language would not make. 
 
The acquisition of a second language depends on various factors, as, indeed, do 
the causes of errors. According to Richards and Sampson (in Richards 1974:7-8), 
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it is not only the sociolinguistic situation or the formality of the learning process 
that determines outcomes, but also the type of environment; error production 
differs between those in a school programme learning context (e.g. Italian as a 
foreign language) and those that learn a language in the L2 country (e.g. Italian as 
a second language). As regards my data, second year students were tutored in a 
school course of Italian, whilst fourth year students, in addition to learning Italian 
at University, had spent at least three months in Italy, i.e. the country where their 
L2 is the official language. These learning background differences correlated in 
striking differences between their errors performance: “the circumstances for 
individual language learning are never identical, the acquisition of new lexical, 
phonological and syntactic items varies from one individual to another” 
(Richards, Sampson, in Richards 1974:11). 
 
3.1.1 Error vs. Mistake 
As previously mentioned, Corder (1967) was careful to distinguish between 
errors and mistakes. He classified errors of performance as mistakes and 
explained that these lapses are not incorporated in the speaker’s system, but may 
occur due to tiredness, memory limitations or to psychological conditions such as 
strong emotions. The author of a mistake is normally immediately aware of it and 
may be able to correct it; in fact, in the case of mistakes, the form selected by the 
speaker is not the one actually intended (Corder, 1967, in Richards 1974:24; 
James 1998:81). 
These mistakes, or inappropriate utterances, are also produced by native 
speakers. Whereas, unacceptable utterances are the result of breaches of the code 
(errors), inappropriate utterances are “failures to match the language situation. 
(…) Such mistakes are a case of the selection of the wrong style, dialect, or 
variation. (…) Native speakers are able to correct their own errors, but learners 
cannot by any means always do so” (Corder 1973:259). 
Corder (1973) also identifies referential mistakes, which he defines as an 
inappropriate association between what the learner says and the object in the 
world ‘outside’ to which he/she refers. Even if the linguistic form used is correct, 
he does not know how to correctly apply it to objects or events. 
Whilst referential mistakes are made by L2 speakers only, stylistic mistakes 
may also be made by native speakers. These are classified as “one large class of 
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jokes and comic effects on the stage. (…) This performance ability is one which is 
acquired by the foreign learner only at advanced stages, if at all” (Corder 
1973:281). An example of stylistic mistake is ‘slang’; the native speaker considers 
its use by an L2 learner as inappropriate use of language and has a refusal reaction 
towards this feature if performed by an L2 speaker, as Corder states “there is 
nothing so incongruous as slang spoken with a foreign accent” (1973:282). 
 
From systematic errors of an L2 learner “we are able to reconstruct his 
knowledge of the language date, i.e. his transitional competence. (…) A learner’s 
error provides evidence of the system of the language that he is using (i.e. has 
learned) at a particular point in the course” (Corder 1967, in Richards 1974:25). 
These errors are unintentionally deviant and the learner is not able to self-correct, 
as the form that he/she used represents the one intended (James 1998:78). 
According to Corder (1967), learners’ errors are determinant for three different 
purposes: a pedagogic one, as they tell the teacher the learner’s state of language 
knowledge and what still remains to be mastered; they serve as a research goal 
because they show the way a language is learned; and finally they can be 
considered a learning strategy, because they are essential to the learner himself 
who, through the making of errors, can discover new aspects and rules of the L2 
(Corder 1967, in Richards 1974:25; Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:51). Thus, errors are 
not perceived only as a product of ignorance and imperfect learning, but rather 
they indicate learner’s attempts to figure out the L2 system (Gass, Selinker 
2001:78). 
Corder differentiated between errors made by learners and lapses which may 
be made by learners or native speakers (Corder 1973). He recognised that 
allowances may be made; for example, an L2 learner might make mistakes in the 
use of the code, producing inappropriate utterances, but in this case “we recognize 
him as a foreigner and assign to him a special role in which behaviour, 
inappropriate in native, is socially acceptable” (Corder 1973:261). 
 
3.1.2 Definition of ‘error’ 
Learners’ errors are not an easily recognisable feature and can be defined under 
the criteria of grammaticality or acceptability. If we choose grammaticality, an 
error is seen as a breach of the rule of the code (Corder 1971); then a further 
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distinction between overt and covert error can be made. The former can be easily 
identified by analysing the erroneous utterance in which it occurs, whilst the latter 
becomes detectable only when it is included in a fully-formed sentence where its 
contextual unsuitability becomes apparent. In fact “a sentence must not only be 
acceptable, it must also be appropriate, that is, relevant and intelligible in the 
specific context” (Corder 1973:272). 
The criterion of acceptability is based more upon the researcher’s subjective 
evaluation and his judgment of the appropriateness of the style to the context in 
which the sentence is performed (Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:56). The problematic 
aspect of acceptability deals with the researcher’s decision whether to consider 
only absolute errors, or whether to also include dispreferred forms in the analysis. 
Considering that a form is treated as dispreferred on the basis of the researcher’s 
personal judgment, it will be his/her choice to restrict the analysis to absolute 
errors only or to broaden it (Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:59). 
 
In 1974 Burt and Kiparsky distinguished between global and local errors, in 
which the former “are those that violate rules involving the overall structure of a 
sentence, the relations among constituent clauses, or, in a simple sentence, the 
relations among major constituents” (1974:73), whilst the latter involve mistakes 
in a particular constituent of a sentence (Ellis 1990:54). They suggested that 
teachers should focus on global errors: these errors, in fact, can interfere with 
communication more seriously, considering that they typically affect overall 
sentence organisation, involving wrong word order, missing or wrongly placed 
connectors and syntactic overgeneralisations (Ellis 1990:54; Lennon 1991:183; 
Ellis, Shintani 2014:253). In order to conduct a proper error analysis, both kinds 
of errors have to be taken into account. 
Dealing with this latter point, Lennon (1991:191) presented language structure 
as hierarchical and linear, arguing that the width of the linguistic context in which 
the error occurs has to be considered. He defined this width by the term domain, 
which could be a word, a phrase, a clause, a previous sentence or an extended 
discourse (Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:59). The notion of error extent refers to “the 
rank of linguistic unit, from minimally the morpheme to maximally the sentence, 
which would have to be deleted, replaced, reordered, or supplied in order to repair 
production” (Lennon 1991:191). 
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It is possible to appreciate this concept by looking at the following example 
taken from my data, in which the domain of the error in the sentence is 
underlined, while the extent (word) is shown by italics: 
 
Tom: [12] ho passato un anno di meravilia a Catania in Sicilia // era la 
più bella esperienza.
11
 
 
In this example the extent of the verb era, ‘it was’, is wrong with respect to the 
domain of the whole sentence. Here the student fails to use the correct verbal form 
of the past tense, maybe because of the interference of her L1, which is English. 
The extent unit needs to be replaced with è stata, ‘it has been’, according to the 
domain ho passato un anno di meraviglia ‘I have spent a wonderful year’. 
 
Another consideration proposed by Corder (1973:283) concerns the fact that an 
L2 learner acquires his/her knowledge and use of a second language and its use 
from samples of performance over a period of time, i.e. throughout his/her 
exposure to utterances, some of which may be anomalous. Accordingly, errors fall 
into a further two categories: normal errors, which arise as a consequence of 
incorrectly processing the data during the teaching and learning process, and those 
which Corder termed redundant errors, which are caused by flawed teaching. 
 
An attempt to identify the sources of L2 errors, without considering 
interference of the L1 as the first and major cause, was first made by Brooks 
(1960)
12
. In his view, these errors are caused by several factors, such as the 
learner’s random guessing behaviour, for which the resulting errors do not reflect 
the native language structure, but are found in first language acquisition; the 
insufficient practice of the correct model; the distortions made because of the L1 
influence and the overgeneralisation of a rule in a particular instance where it is 
not applicable (Ellis 1985:28). 
In their further works Dulay and Burt (1974), relying on the results gained 
from their analysis, developed four types of errors according to psycholinguistic 
origins: 
                                                          
11
 The participant is a fourth year English boy student of Italian. 
12
 Brooks, N. (1960) Language and Language Learning – Cited in Ellis 1985:28. 
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1. Interference-like errors, i.e. errors that reflect the native language structure; 
2. First-language developmental errors, i.e. errors found also in first language 
acquisition data; 
3. Ambiguous errors, whose origins cannot be detected either in interference or 
in the natural development of language acquisition; 
4. Unique errors, i.e. those that do not reflect first language structure and also 
are not found in first language acquisition data (Dulay and Burt 1974; Ellis 
1985:28). 
 
On the basis of these findings, Dulay and Burt noted that the place where an 
error is most likely to come from “is the learner’s own head; it represents his/her 
own attempt to put into practice rules about question formation that he/she has 
learned. There is, in other words, a sense in which he/she has ‘created’ the form” 
(Johnson 2001:68). Hence, there is an internal syllabus, like a programme in the 
learner’s head, which both children and adults seem to follow in the acquisition of 
grammar of the TL; this must be distinguished from the external syllabus, 
imposed on the learner from outside, such as textbooks and classroom teaching 
(Johnson 2001:71). 
Recent research in the study of L2 learners’ errors reconsidered the role of the 
L1 in SLA. It found that interference was more likely to occur when there was 
some similarity between the first and second language structures than where they 
were distant. Furthermore, it has been observed that error is a complex 
phenomenon resulting from numerous factors, where interference interacts in 
multiple ways together with other aspects (Ellis 1985:33). 
 
3.1.3 Interlanguage theory 
In the second chapter we explained that the term interlanguage was first coined 
by Selinker (1972:209)  to testify “(…) the existence of a separate linguistic 
system based on the observable output which results from a learner’s attempted 
production of a TL norm” (Selinker 1972:213). The main and peculiar trait of L2 
learner’s interlanguage is instability, which highlights its intermediate status 
between the codes of a native speaker of the L2 and the L2 (Corder 1973:269). 
(See figure 1.) 
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Figure 1. The phenomenon of interlanguage 
 
Various alternative terms have been used by different researchers to refer to 
this learner’s dialect; as we have seen Corder (1971) defines it idiosyncratic 
dialect and transitional competence. Corder suggested that both L1 and L2 
learners make errors as a way of hypothesis-testing the language they are learning; 
as a consequence he saw errors’ performance as a strategy and as evidence of 
learner-internal processing (Ellis 1985:47).  
 
First of all, if we consider mistakes as unpredictable errors, one should observe 
those errors that can be predicted and that are made by the learner in a particular 
area, for a limited period of time. As a result of the interlanguage instability, the 
prediction of errors is ambiguous. The so-called pre-systematic stage is the 
moment in which the learner guesses randomly and most of the time is not right. 
“(…) the transition from wrong to right is not a sudden one” (Corder 1973:270). 
What follows is the ‘practice stage’ of learning, or post-systematic stage of 
errors, that is when the learner seems to know the theoretical rules of the L2 but 
fails to put them into practice. In this process he/she will become more aware of 
the correct L2 system, but still makes errors, as he/she consciously tries to 
experiment his knowledge. We must take into account that the learner develops a 
different stage of learning at every different language level. By looking at the type 
and stage of learner’s errors the analyst is able to frame his/her learning process, 
since “in the pre-systematic stage, he can neither correct his error nor say what his 
problem is; in the systematic stage he cannot correct his error but he can give 
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some explanation of what he was aiming at or trying to do; in the post-systematic 
stage he can both correct his error and explain what was wrong” (Corder 
1973:272). 
 
Selinker (1972) proposed five cognitive processes which affect interlanguage: 
L1 transfer/interference, overgeneralisation of TL rules, transfer of teaching 
material and procedures, strategies of L2 learning adopted by the learner, and 
strategies of L2 communication with native speakers of the TL (Selinker 
1972:215; Ellis 1985:48). Considering that learners cannot cope with the entire 
complexity of the TL, they would use these means, which allow them to resort to 
the general process of language simplification.  
As regards this latter observation, interlanguage transfer occurs as a 
consequence of both phonetic and functional similarities that the L2 learner 
perceives between the L1 and the L2 forms, before transfer can take place. This is 
the case especially when interlanguage transfer results in a context of multiple 
language acquisition, that is when speakers are learning more than one foreign 
language (Gass, Selinker 2001:134).  
Two examples of this phenomenon, taken from my data, are displayed below, 
where transfer is shown in italics: 
 
Peppa:  [29] c’è molto sul tabù su queste persone che muerono durante il 
viaggio.
13
 
 
Sean:   [3] ho scelto a studiare francese all’università.14 
 
In [29] the type of interlanguage transfer from Spanish to Italian is probably 
due to the strong patterns of phonological similarity between the two languages, 
for which verb muerono, ‘(they) die’, is a mix between Spanish ‘mueren’ and 
Italian ‘muoiono’. Although Peppa studies only Italian as an L2, she might have 
experienced the Spanish language somehow and she unconsciously recognises the 
similarity between these two languages. 
                                                          
13
 The participant is a fourth year English girl student of Italian. 
14
 The participant is a fourth year English boy student of Italian and French. 
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In [3] there is a syntactic transfer from French to Italian, where the student 
chooses the wrong preposition before the infinitive form of the verb, studiare, (‘to 
study’). Instead of the correct Italian form, ‘di studiare’, the student transfers the 
French form ‘à étudier’. 
Structural transfer relates directly to learning, where, by means of his mental 
structure, the learner transfers his implicit knowledge of the L1 to the totally 
independent L2 (Corder 1983, in Gass, Selinker 1993:25). 
 
Interlanguage theory has evolved considerably, but its central premises have 
remained mostly intact, as Ellis (1990) argued: 
1. A learner’s interlanguage system is characterised by implicit linguistic 
rules of which he/she is not aware; like a native speaker relies on his/her 
linguistic competence, an L2 learner draws on these rules. 
2. A learner’s interlanguage is permeable; both internal and external input can 
penetrate in this system, seeing that it is incomplete and unstable. 
3. A learner’s interlanguage is transitional; as a result of it instability, the 
learner develops his/her interlanguage grammar through a series of stages. 
“Interlanguage can be seen as a restructuring or a recreating continuum. 
According to the former the starting point of L2 acquisition is the L1; the 
learner gradually substitutes target language for mother-tongue rules. 
According to the latter, the learner starts from some basic simple grammar 
which is independent of the L1” (Ellis 1990:51). 
4. A learner’s interlanguage is variable; in fact, at every stage of development 
he/she will use different forms for the same structure. This variability can 
be random or systematic. 
5. A learner’s interlanguage is the product of general learning strategies, such 
as L1 transfer, overgeneralisation and simplification. 
6. In case of difficulty of communication because of gaps in L2 knowledge, 
an L2 learner can broaden his/her interlanguage by resorting to 
communication strategies such as paraphrase, code-switching and requests 
for assistance. 
7. A learner’s interlanguage may fossilise. Selinker (1972) referred to 
fossilisation as the tendency of the learner to stop developing their 
interlanguage system in the direction of TL, probably because there is no 
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communicative need for further development (Ellis 1990:51-52; Ellis, 
Barkhuizen 2005:54-55). 
 
However, few researchers argue that variability is not closely related to 
interlanguage, i.e. to learner’s competence, but rather to his/her performance. 
Since the nature of learners’ errors changes over time, it is evident that “learner’s 
interlanguage system is permeable and develops together with the learner’s 
linguistic competence of the L2” (Ellis, Barkhuizen 2005:55). 
 
3.1.4 The phenomenon of error fossilisation 
Ellis contends that “fossilisation is a unique feature of interlanguage systems” 
(Ellis 1990:52). Research has shown that L2 speakers, after many years of living 
in the TL country, stop learning and their interlanguage ceases to develop. (See 
figure 2.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. The process of error fossilisation 
 
When error fossilisation does occur, these speakers are thought to continue to 
make the same set of errors. This phenomenon is most likely due to the fact that 
once they have acquired a satisfying communicative and understanding level, 
which enables successful speech dialogue, they find no further reason to eliminate 
these errors (Corder 1973:269). Because of the difficulty in determining the 
moment when learners cease to progress, researchers usually refer to stabilisation 
of linguistic forms, rather than fossilisation of learning (Johnson 2001:97; Gass, 
Selinker 2001:12). Once stabilisation of error correction has occurred, then 
fossilisation can be said to exist. 
These fossilised errors made by L2 learners can be referred to as redundant 
features of language (Corder 1973:269) that are identifiable as persistent and 
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resistant; because of their high frequency of occurrence they set in the learner’s 
interlanguage system and are rarely erased (Hong Han 2004:88). On occasion the 
learner may succeed in producing the correct L2 form, but “when the learner is 
focused on meaning – especially if the subject matter is difficult – he will 
‘backslide’ towards his true interlanguage form” (Ellis 1985:48) and thus he will 
make mistakes. 
 
Kellerman (1989)
15
 developed a typical-error approach analysis by looking at 
error characteristics of learners with the same L1 background in their varying 
levels of proficiency. He deduced that there are areas of recurrent error which are 
prone to becoming fossilised (Hong Han 2004:90). Thus, besides factors such as 
the learners’ ability and level of proficiency, their motivation, and the context in 
which the L2 is used, L1 transfer is considered to be one of the main causative 
elements of fossilisation. 
Kellerman’s assumption is quite evident in my data. Among the fourth year 
students, some spent three months in Italy and others six months or one year, but 
frequent performances of the same kind of error are noticeable in their oral 
production, especially as regards the use of prepositions. This can be appreciated 
in the following examples: 
 
Sean:  [8a,b] ho volato di Hong Kong (…) abbiamo fatto un viaggio a 
Vietnam. 
[27] è molto più difficile di integrarsi. 
[1] è facile di conoscere gente. 
[35] non sentiamo odio ai gallesi. 
[37] sono molto fieri di venire di Galles. 
 
Peppa:  [52] non vale la pena di pensare. 
  [59] è più utile a dare le patatine fritte. 
  [72] è stato molto difficile di capire. 
  [26] questo livello di uhm…integrazione dipende sulla lingua. 
  [65] le persone povere, senza una casa, dormono a questo posto. 
                                                          
15
 Kellerman, E. (1989) The imperfect conditional – Cited in Hong Han 2004:90. 
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Sean is an English student of Italian and French and spent three months in 
Italy, whilst Peppa is an English student who studies only Italian as an L2 and 
spent one year in Italy. They both showed the same frequency in performing 
errors in the use of prepositions during the oral extra-conversations in which they 
took part. 
 
They repeatedly put the preposition di in front of the infinite form of the verb 
where it was not necessary [as shown in 27; 1; 52; 72], which is a consequence of 
L1 interference. Sean tended to use it improperly when indicating spatial 
movement [8a, 37]. 
 
The improper use of the preposition a can be appreciated in [8b; 65] when 
signalling location; this is an overgeneralisation of the rule: 
Ex.: ‘a casa’ but ‘in Vietnam / in questo posto’; 
or in [35] where Sean uses the preposition a instead of per or verso; as well as in 
[59] where Peppa puts the unnecessary preposition a in front of the infinite form 
of the verb, making the same error as with the preposition di. 
 
Instead, in [26] Peppa used the compound preposition sulla instead of ‘dalla’ 
because of the interference of L1 phrasal verb structure: ‘(it) depends on’. 
 
3.1.5 Slips of the tongue and code-switching in L2 speech 
Slips of the tongue are a class of mistakes that both native speakers and L2 
learners might make. These are the so called errors of performance, or speech 
errors, which are not due to an incomplete or incorrect L2 system, but to 
processing problems which go beyond the speaker’s control (Poulisse 1999:1). In 
fact, especially in the case of an L2 learner, we expect that such failures in 
performance could happen when he/she is tired, nervous, or particularly stressed 
(Corder 1973:258). Poulisse (1999:1) argued that “rather than being the result of 
ignorance or forgetfulness, they are the result of problems in controlling the 
speech production process”. As a result, these kinds of slips can be corrected by 
the speakers if they are asked to do so.  
Very little research has been done on L2 speakers’ slips of the tongue; the 
majority of data has been gained by comparing the slips’ production of Non 
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Native Speakers (NNS) to that of Native Speakers (NS). Typical of such slips are 
substitution, anticipation, addition, omission, and exchange of linguistic units, 
such as speech sound, morphemes, words, or even a sentence involved in the oral 
performance (Corder 1973:258; Poulisse 1999:4). 
 
Poulisse and Bongaerts (1993) investigated L2 speakers’ unintentional 
switches from L2 to L1 when talking their second language and found out that an 
L2 word is replaced by its translation equivalent in the L1 in the same way as an 
L1 word could be replaced by a semantically similar word. Thus such errors are 
comparable to lexical substitutions “and can be explained if we assume that 
lexical items of different languages are stored in one network, from which they 
are selected through spreading activation” (Poulisse, Bongaerts 1993:53). 
Consequently, when speech production becomes less automatic, it requires more 
attention and carries an increased chance of errors and slips of the tongue. 
 
As regards code-switching in L2 production, Green (1986) identified a device 
called the specifier through which he showed how languages can be regulated 
when switches and translations from one language to another occur. He accounted 
for slips of the tongue, through switches to L1, as a tactical resource to which L2 
learners can resort when they encounter performance difficulties or gaps in L2 
vocabulary. 
Lemma selection, in fact, is helped by the fact that there are language tags 
which specify to which language a word belongs. He suggested that “the output 
can be free to vary according to which words first reach the required threshold 
level of activation” (Green 1986:217) and the activation levels of language 
networks may be modified depending on the task to be accomplished. In his more 
recent work, Green (1998)
16
, argued that L1 and L2 lemmas which overlap in 
meaning are linked to each other and hence may be activated simultaneously 
when using L2.  
It is worth noting that in the early stages of L2 learning, the learners’ L2 
production has not yet been automatised, as a consequence they will be much 
more committed and will invest greater energy and attention in speaking the L2 
                                                          
16
 Green, D., (1998) Mental control of the bilingual lexico-semantic system. In: Bilingualism: 
Language and Cognition, vol. 1, pp. 67-81 – Cited In Poulisse 1999:64. 
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than advanced learners. They rely on few resources and find it necessary to 
produce two speech plans simultaneously, by invoking their L1 (Poulisse 
1999:59-60). The consequence is that many slips occur in the beginners’ L2 
production due to L1 interference. As the L2 learners’ speech becomes more 
proficient and as their knowledge and fluency increases, there is a corresponding 
decrease in the influence of the L1. My data shows some clear examples of 
substitution slips at the lexical level, indicated in italics. 
Fourth year students: 
 
Sean:   [7] Beijing? Uhm sì era un po’…come si dice dirty, sale? 
 
Peppa:  [17a,b,c,d] non ci sono seminar in Italia…perché in inglese c’è un 
lecture e anche un seminar…un classe per ogni soggetto. 
 
Dalila
17
: [11] e poi voi avete anche the polite tense, che noi non abbiamo…il 
lei. 
 
The first example [7] of slips of the tongue can be classified as a substitution 
which takes its origin in the speaker’s first and third language (in Sean’s case 
English and French, respectively), where the intended word is substituted by the 
corresponding L1 and L3 word, that is the direct translation of the intended Italian 
adjective ‘sporca’. 
 
In [17c,d] Peppa makes substitutions by using semantically related words like 
antonyms or co-hyponyms, like the words classe and soggetto, that are 
adjustments of the English terms ‘class’ and ‘subject’ that she uses to convey the 
Italian meaning ‘lezione’ and ‘materia’. By doing so, she accesses the wrong 
lexical item from her mental lexicon (Poulisse 1999:137). 
 
In [17a,b] Peppa makes contextually determined substitutions, as lecture stands 
for ‘lezione’ and seminar for ‘seminario’; similarly, Dalila makes the same 
mistake in [11] by introducing the polite tense, for which she cannot find an 
                                                          
17
 The participant is a fourth year English girl student of Italian and Spanish, with Italian origins. 
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equivalent translation in Italian. This type of error is not due to problems with 
lexical access, but it suggests that this process is not yet fully automatised or 
proceduralised (Poulisse 1999:138). 
Second year students: 
 
Eddie:   [84] loro dicono molto veloce!
18
 
 
Anais:   [89] io mi vestito e mi trucco per me.
19
 
 
In [84] Eddie substitutes the correct Italian verb ‘parlano’ with dicono, as a 
consequence of the semantically related meaning to these two different verbs. 
Instead of choosing the lexical item ‘to speak’ from his mental lexicon, Eddie 
chooses ‘to say’ and makes a substitution lexical error when activating his L2 
lexicon. 
 
In [89] Anais makes a morphological slip, precisely called morphological 
addition, by adding the morpheme of the past participle -ito to the infinite form of 
the verb, which instead requires only the present tense ‘vesto’. This kind of 
mistake depends on the learner’s proficiency level. 
 
Contrary to the claims of the Behaviourists, it would appear that current 
hypotheses demonstrate that L1 interference is no longer regarded as a negative 
influence on L2 acquisition, but rather as a helpful device to keep the flow of 
conversation going and, in the particular case of code-switching, as a 
compensatory strategy to solve lexical problems. 
Acquiring a second language is not merely an automatic process; as we have 
already seen, it involves far more than learning the words and rules of that foreign 
language by heart. It is a process in which the learner develops a deeper 
understanding of how the L2 works and, as his/her language proficiency rises, 
he/she will also be more aware of the need to appropriately suppress the irrelevant 
intrusions of other languages (Poulisse 1999:175). 
 
                                                          
18
 The participant is a second year English boy student of Italian and French. 
19
 The participant is a second year French girl student of Italian and English. 
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3.2 A linguistic error analysis 
 
Interlanguage data are often ambiguous with regard to their interpretation. 
Thus, when analysing them, it is often difficult to reach definitive conclusions. L2 
learners, in fact, do not apply their knowledge in the same way under all 
conditions. Their performance might vary on the basis of the stylistic norms they 
are relying on, which, themselves, depend on the formal/informal context of their 
learning environment (Ellis 1985:87). 
 
Learners’ intralingual errors depend on the ways in which they put the rules of 
the L2 to use in the context of conversation (Gass, Selinker 2001:259), where 
other factors such as attention, motivation, level of proficiency and social 
commitment might play an important role. Whilst, interlingual errors are the result 
of the mother-tongue influence, adjustments made by learners when speaking 
their L2 occur to promote communication, thus to simplify utterances, in order to 
make them easier to perceive and understand (Ellis 1985:134-135). 
 
Referring to the L2 learners who took part in my research, it appears that most 
of their errors were due to first and/or third language influence, together with the 
fact that especially second year students had not fully acquired the correct use of 
certain forms. This was confirmed by their alternations between the erroneous 
form and the correct L2 form; moreover, a considerable number of students were 
aware of making errors and recognised them, showing sometimes to be able to 
self-correct. 
Furthermore, we have to consider that these students spontaneously decided to 
take part in this project as part of a facultative Italian extra-conversation hours 
programme, accordingly their motivation and attention were at the highest level. 
They showed great interest in learning new words and expressions and asked to be 
corrected in case of errors or lack of vocabulary. 
Some of the most salient prosodic features characterising the L2 learner’s 
speech were: slow speech rate, loud speech, long pauses, clear articulation of 
words, together with the use of simple vocabulary, repetitions and elaborations.  
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In the following section I will submit an analysis of L2 learners’ errors taken 
from my data, giving some examples at the various linguistic levels. 
 
3.2.1 Phonological level 
As regards phonology, the most common features shared by L2 learners, from 
both second and final year, consisted of: clearer articulation of words, longer 
pauses and errors of pronunciation related to different realisations of sounds 
between Italian and English. 
One of the main phonological errors was vowel shift, in which the phoneme 
moves from its intended position to another position in the same word: 
 
[62] recivi [reʧivi] ‘ricevi’. 
 
Another repeated error was vowel substitution within words whose 
pronunciation is particularly difficult for an English speaker: 
 
[67] accettibile ‘accettabile’; [51] argumento ‘argomento’; divertarsi [16] 
‘divertirsi’; [23] femenecidio ‘femminicidio’; [88] gesticulare ‘gesticolare’; [22] 
rinocerente ‘rinoceronte’; [104] succide ‘succede’. 
 
This difficulty is probably due to word length and to the fact that those words 
contain sounds which influence each other in their vocal realisation, following the 
rules of the Italian phonetic alphabet. Thus an English speaker would pronounce 
those sounds showing uncertainty and impediment, because of a different sound 
realisation, which the English phonetic alphabet does not consider. 
 
A recurrent error was the depalatalisation of the lateral palatal semivowel [ʎ], a 
sound which is absent in the English phonetic alphabet, like in: 
 
[91] filia [filia] ‘figlia’; [113] filio [filio] ‘figlio’; [12] meravilia [meravilia] 
‘meraviglia’; [3; 99] sceliere [ʃeliere] ‘scegliere’. 
Another common mistake was the non-realisation of stressed vowels at the end 
of words which have a final graphic stress: 
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[48; 74; 83] citta [ʧ:itta] ‘città’; or stress placement on the wrong vowel: [101] 
difficìle [diffiˈʧile] ‘difficile’. 
 
3.2.2 Morphological level 
My data showed that the most common features of L2 learners’ morphological 
difficulties regard the master of the mark of masculine and feminine gender, since 
English is a gender-free language; the use of plural markings and of prepositions 
was also problematic. Moreover, I observed a general simplification of the verbal 
structure during the students’ oral performance. 
 
English native speakers have great difficulty with gender. My data revealed 
that students’ errors indicated their search for regularities in the Italian gender 
system, especially as regards the accordance of words ending with the vowel /e/, 
for which students need a lot of training to recognise whether they are feminine or 
masculine.  
Examples of such difficulties follow: 
 
[53] avere paura dello stesso ombro ‘della stessa ombra’; [29] costruire un barco 
‘una barca’; [59] fare un singolo azione ‘una singola azione’; [26] frequentare 
una classa ‘classe’; [90] il presentazione ‘la’; [30] mi da fastidia ‘fastidio’; [100] 
per entrare a università pubblico ‘pubblica’; [63] queste iniziativi ‘iniziative’; 
[102] un altro vacanza ‘un’altra’; [59] un’azione altruisto ‘altruista’; [57] un 
canzone ‘una canzone’ ; [17] un classe ‘una classe’; [113] un febbre, un febbra 
‘una febbre’; [106] un tradizione ‘una’.  
 
My data also highlighted that another common difficulty for English learners 
of Italian was the agreement of the plural marking of nouns and adjectives with 
the item to which they refer, as shown in the following examples: 
 
 [25] comunità etnici ‘etniche’; [78] due persone giovane ‘giovani’; [4] è uno dei 
ragioni ‘una delle’; [12] gli esame erano molto facile ‘facili’; [56] imporre tutti i 
suoi regoli ‘tutte le sue regole’; [42] nelle poste di lavoro ‘nei posti’; [74] 
specialmente nelle citte di Firenze e Napoli ‘città’; [64] personi poveri ‘persone 
povere’. 
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As regards the use of verbal forms, they tended to use more the simpler 
indicative mood rather than subjunctive or conditional forms, which led them to 
make errors, such as: 
 
[13] è come se non esiste ‘esistesse’; [50] l’unico posto che non abbiamo visto e 
che abbiamo volute vedere ‘avremmo’; [59] non penserei di farlo se non vedevo 
‘se non avessi visto’. 
 
As regards temporal markings, students preferred present (versus non-present) 
tense and were prone to avoid compound verbs when using the past tense: 
 
Tom:   [12] ho passato un anno di meravilia a Catania in Sicilia // era la 
più bella esperienza ‘è stata’. 
 
Georgina
20
:  [32] durante il suo primo anno uhm…nel suo appartamento (…) 
per lei non era un tempo divertente ‘è stato’. 
 
An interesting interlanguage error common to second and fourth year was the 
choice of the wrong auxiliary verb, due to English influence: 
 
Megan
21
:  [58] allora voi avete già incontrato prima di quest’anno? ‘vi siete 
già incontrate’. 
 
Peppa:  [49] non siamo mai visitato Milano! ‘non abbiamo mai visitato’. 
  [53] non c’è senso ‘non ha senso’. 
[79] sono giovani, sono diciassette ‘hanno diciassette [anni]’ 
(In this case the student omits the noun ‘anni’, required in Italian 
when expressing age). 
 
 
                                                          
20
 The participant is a fourth year English girl student of Italian. 
21
 The participant s a fourth year English girl student of Italian. 
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Mainly in the second year recordings, I found that L2 learners sometimes used 
the infinite form of the verb instead of using the verbal inflection: 
 
Georgia
22
:  [99] molto degli studenti non sceliere di uscire da scuola 
‘scelgono’. 
 
Rosemary
23
:  [101] quando gli studenti uhm…partire per università // non tutti 
non avere veramente stesso livello ‘partono; hanno’. 
 
Zoe
24
:   [62] jeans for genes…is quando mettere i jeans e pagare una 
sterlina per mettere i jeans per la carità ‘si mettono; si paga’. 
 
Verbal structure was also simplified by using interlanguage forms realised 
through the omission of the auxiliary verb as in: 
 
[113] febbre [Ø] cominciato la mattina ‘è cominciata’; [3] quando [Ø] arrivato 
loro dicono “tu puoi scegliere altra lingua” ‘sono arrivato’; [95] se ci sono 
domande che non [Ø] capito ‘ho capito’. 
 
As a result, my data confirm that “errors in bound morphology, such as 
omission of plural nouns, lack of subject-verb agreement, adjective-noun 
agreement are not due to first language influence” (Duškova 1969)25, but rather to 
the interference between the other terms of the Italian subsystem in question.  
 
However, sometimes errors in word formation, caused by the attachment of 
improper affixes, can cause ambiguity. When using bound and free morphemes, 
learners did not always understand their compatibility with other words and these 
errors can result both from L1 interference and ignorance of the L2 rules. 
 
 
                                                          
22
 The participant is a second year English girl student of Italian and Spanish. 
23
 The participant is a second year English girl student of Italian and Spanish. 
24
 The participant is a fourth year English girl student of Italian and Spanish. 
25
 Dušková, L. (1969) On Sources of Errors in Foreign Language Learning – Cited in Krashen 
1981:66. 
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Examples of errors in bound morphology: 
 
[32] *comunitaria meaning ‘community’, is not a word in Italian. Its equivalent is 
‘comunità’. The student probably has not fully acquired the L2 grammatical rule. 
 
[36] proteggente, that is the present participle of the verb ‘proteggere’ in Italian. 
Here the student wanted to convey a different meaning: the intent was to express 
the English word ‘protective’, which is similar to the Italian form ‘protettivo’, but 
the failure in this case is not due to L1 interference, but probably to ignorance of 
the L2 rule regarding the use of the suffix -ivo / -iva. 
 
[97] *governamento is the direct translation of the English word ‘government’, by 
which he meant the Italian ‘governo’; here L1 transfer is evident. 
 
I have already mentioned the use of prepositions by L2 speakers in 3.1.4., 
when dealing with error fossilisation. Prepositions are the grammatical elements 
in which first and third language influence appears to be strongest. Interlanguage 
errors, derived from English, French and Spanish, were prominent in both second 
and fourth year conversations. 
Examples follow: 
 
French influence: [1] è un posto molto molto bello a vivere ‘dove, in cui’. 
English influence: [96] avete fatto bene con l’esame? (no need for preposition); 
[51] ci vuole un bel po’ di tempo di fare queste cose ‘per’; [26] dipende sulla 
lingua ‘dalla’; [29] fatto da mano ‘a’; [20] forse su quest’altro giorno c’è un 
esame ‘in’; [25] hanno una tendenza per integrarsi ‘a’; [52] non vale la pena di 
pensare (no need for preposition). 
 
Moreover, sometimes students were not able to properly use compound 
prepositions: 
 
[21] ho scritto qualcosa su deforestazione ‘sulla / riguardo alla’; [47] l’ho studiato 
nella scuola ‘a’; [91] lui va alla sua casa ‘a casa sua’; [100] per entrare a 
università ‘all’università’; [104] una volta nell’anno ‘all’anno’. 
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3.2.3 Syntactic level 
From the analysis of my data, first language influence appears to be strongest 
in word order and sentence construction errors. The Italian language has the same 
SVO (Subject-Verb-Object), order as English, but it is not a rigid structure, since 
VSO order is also possible, usually with the intention of emphasising some 
elements within the sentence
26
. Gass and Selinker (2001:8) argued that part of 
what we know about a language is the order in which elements can occur or not. 
Thus, L2 learners should be aware of how meaning is affected by moving 
elements within a sentence. For instance, adverbs can be moved without affecting 
the meaning of an utterance. See the following example, where Michela’s 
sentence [43] and the sentence which follows are roughly equivalent in meaning: 
 
Michela
27
:   [43] quando siamo a casa sempre mangiamo insieme. 
‘quando siamo a casa mangiamo sempre insieme’. 
 
On the one hand, SVO word order in the Italian language plays a lesser role in 
interpretation than it does in English but, on the other hand, morphological 
agreement, semantics and pragmatics have greater importance (Gass, Selinker 
2001:194). Previous studies revealed that English speakers learning Italian 
“readily drop their strong use of word-order cues and adopt meaning-based cues 
as a major cue in interpreting Italian sentences” (Gass, Selinker 2001:195). 
My analysis shows that when non-native speakers produced ungrammatical 
sentences, characterised by improper dislocations or cleft sentences, many of them 
were still meaningful and perfectly comprehensible, despite the fact that they did 
not follow the rules of the L2. 
Some examples of word order errors follow: 
 
[92] a lei non lui piace ‘a lei non piace lui’; [39] la mamma anche lavora ‘anche 
la mamma lavora’; [86] le persone sono stato con ‘le persone con cui sono stato’; 
[9] lei viaggia tantissimo e i suoi genitori viaggiano anche ‘lei viaggia tantissimo 
e anche i suoi genitori viaggiano’; [91] loro non mai incontriamo ‘non 
                                                          
26
 “VSO order is somewhat limited in Italian. It can be used for stress. With a noun rather than a 
pronoun, there is often a pause after the subject” (Gass, Selinker 2001:42). 
27
 The participant is a fourth year English girl student of Italian and Spanish, with Italian origins. 
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incontriamo mai loro’; [40] per me solo vedo i miei nonni forse due volte all’anno 
‘io vedo i miei nonni forse solo due volte all’anno; [41] perché anche ci sono 
studenti più grandi ‘perché ci sono anche studenti più grandi’; [70] (a lui) molto 
piace divertirsi ‘a lui piace molto divertirsi’. 
 
As regards the construction of sentence structures, students’ oral production 
was often organised in terms of what they found easiest to say, by avoiding words 
or structures they found difficult to perform. As Richards and Sampson (in 
Richards 1974:14) suggested, “facility and economy of effort may explain why 
first learned words and structures tend to be overused and may resist replacement 
by later taught items”. 
In my study group, learners at the interlanguage stage sometimes organised 
their utterances improperly, reflecting their condition of foreign speakers and 
providing evidence of L1 interference, usually through a literal translation from 
English to Italian. However, in many such cases, the end result remained 
comprehensible, as exemplified: 
 
Rosemary:   [96] avete fatto bene con l’esame? 
 
Here the structure of the question reflects the English ‘have you done well with 
your exam?’, which in Italian is realised differently: ‘vi è andato bene l’esame?’. 
 
Eddie:    [114] ho bisogno di comprare tacchino. 
 
Here again literal translation from English to Italian is realised: ‘I need to buy 
turkey’, which in Italian is ‘devo comprare il tacchino’. 
 
Dalila:   [10] se volete venire stasera noi stiamo andando. 
 
Which should be: ‘se volete venire stasera noi andiamo / andremo’. Here the 
future tense is expressed through the same English structure, represented by the –
ing form. This is in fact the literal translation of the following sentence: ‘if you 
want to come tonight we are going’. 
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See also: 
 
Rosemary:  [101] ci sono università molto male: ‘there are very bad 
universities’ (Eng.), ‘ci sono università incompetenti / poco 
buone (It.); 
 
Peppa: [26] è impossibile diventare coinvolto: ‘to get involved’ 
(Eng.), ‘essere coinvolto’ (It.); 
 
Sean: [3] io voglio viaggiare verso mondo: ‘around the world’ 
(Eng.), ‘per il mondo’ (It.); 
 
Zoe:  [47] non posso parlare tedesco: ‘I can’t speak German’ 
(Eng.), ‘non so parlare il tedesco’ (It.); 
 
Tom: [4] voglio fare un master (…) ma costa verso diecimila 
sterline: ‘around ten thousand pounds’ (Eng.), ‘costa circa 
diecimila sterline’ (It.). 
 
3.2.4 Lexical level 
With respect to lexis, my data proved that this is the area in which language 
transfer is more evident. Influence from first (English) but also third (French or 
Spanish) language in the use of words was considerable: language switch and use 
of calques often occurred in both second and fourth year students’ oral 
production, but mostly in second year students’ vocabulary, giving rise to 
interlingual errors by producing non-existent words in the L2. 
Examples: 
 
[80] *catalista/catalisto from English ‘catalyst’, ‘elemento catalizzatore’; [108] 
*cevale from French ‘chéval’, ‘cavallo’; [94] estrella from Spanish ‘estrella’, 
‘stella’; [54] *maleinfluenza from English ‘bad influence’, ‘cattiva influenza’; 
[115] ripassare from French ‘répasser’, ‘stirare’; [84] *sottotile from English 
‘subtitle’, ‘sottotitolo’; [86] *surprisa from English ‘surprise’, ‘sorpresa’; [106] 
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*torchino from English ‘turkey’, ‘tacchino’; [114] *vacumo from English 
‘vacuum’, ‘aspirapolvere’. 
 
The category of false friends refers to those misleading words which look or 
sound like their English counterpart, in the case of English learners of Italian, but 
that actually mean something different. As James argued (1998:103), “the danger 
of false friends increases in proportion to the degree to which the MT and L2 are 
related, that is to their degree of cognateness”. These similarities could deceive 
learners and lead them to use those words in a wrong way, creating the wrong 
meaning. However, James (1998) observed that once they have been warned they 
seem to be able to avoid these errors: as they have been provided with an 
explanation, they become able to understand better and reflect more on those 
differences. 
Here I propose some examples of false friends taken from my data: 
 
[83] camere for which the meaning entailed was ‘telecamere’, not ‘bedrooms’; 
[92] finalmente for which the meaning entailed was ‘alla fine’, not ‘at last’. 
[98] ripassare for which the meaning entailed was ‘ripetere, fare di nuovo’, not 
‘review’. 
 
Second year students used more analytic paraphrases compared to fourth year 
learners, as in: 
 
Rosemary: [110] qualcuno che lavora alla gelateria, meaning 
‘gelataio’. 
Rachel
28
:  [111] qualcuno che lavora con la scienza, meaning the 
word ‘scienziato’. 
Anais:    [103] si buttano acqua addosso, meaning ‘fare i gavettoni’. 
 
Looking at these examples, it is obvious that students don’t know the required and 
specific word in a precise context, thus they try to express that meaning by 
paraphrasing the thing or the person to which they refer. 
                                                          
28
 The participant is a second year English girsl student of Italian and Spanish. 
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3.3 A description of learning strategies and error types 
 
3.3.1 L2-based learning strategies 
As previously mentioned, L2 learners’ errors can be intralingual and 
interlingual. The former reflect the operation of learning strategies that are evident 
in all learners irrespective of their L1. On the basis of James’ work (1998), Ellis 
and Barkhuizen (2005:65-66) elaborated a summary of these main strategies that I 
will describe, together with some examples taken from my data. However, it is 
important to consider that it is not always clear which strategy is responsible for a 
particular error. 
 
1. False analogy. 
This is a kind of over-generalisation or hypercorrection. An example is 
when Peppa said citte to express the plural form of the word ‘città’, which 
in Italian grammar remains the same as the singular; hence, she over-
generalised the rule for the formation of the plural for feminine nouns that 
end in /a/. 
 
2. Misanalysis. 
This error type is caused from the wrong interpretation of a particular rule 
in the L2. Here is an example from a fourth year student: 
 
Michela:  [43] quando i bambini sono piccoli (…) mangiano prima 
dei suoi genitori. 
 
This error is probably due to the fact that, as the noun to which the 
possessive adjective ‘suoi’ refers ends with an /i/, indicating plurality, the 
learner added here the /i/ to pluralise ‘suo’, instead of using the correct 
plural form of the possessive adjective ‘loro’. 
 
3. Incomplete rule application. 
It is opposite to over-generalisation. An example of this particular error 
could result from the students’ failure to utilise indicative word order, as in: 
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Eddie:  [104] quando questo succide?, ‘quando accade / si verifica 
questo?’. 
 
4. Exploiting redundancy. 
It often happens that the learner employs words or phrases which do not 
contribute to the overall meaning of an utterance. An interesting example 
is: 
Peppa:   [68; 77] un ragazzo giovane. 
 
Here the adjective ‘giovane’ is employed because the student may assume 
that it can provide more details for the word ‘ragazzo’ to which it refers. 
However, ‘ragazzo’ is a word that already encompasses ‘giovane’, meaning 
‘young person’, hence this is a needless repetition or tautology. 
 
5. Overlooking co-occurrence restrictions. 
This error is caused by failing to observe the restrictions of L2 existing 
structures. For instance: 
 
Georgina:  [66] è male immagine. 
 
Here she failed to recognise that although ‘male’ and ‘cattivo’ are 
synonyms, ‘male immagine’ is not a possible collocation, but rather ‘cattiva 
immagine’ is. 
 
6. System-simplification.  
The learner simplifies the burden of learning through the substitution of a 
single form where the L2 uses two or more, thus he/she assumes that a 
particular rule operates without exceptions, as demonstrated in the 
following erroneous sentence: 
 
Rosemary:   [112] satsuma è come arancia…is like // è molto bene. 
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The student used the word ‘bene’ instead of ‘buona’. This error seems to 
result from confusion of two related words. Once the student learns a set of 
rules, he/she overuses one form and underuses the other. 
 
As already mentioned in 2.1.4, interlingual errors are due to L1 / L3-based 
communication strategies, such as language switch, borrowings and calques. I will 
offer a deeper analysis of these kinds of errors later, when dealing with 
compensatory strategies used by L2 learners. 
 
3.3.2 Error structure taxonomy 
Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982:150) proposed the so-called Surface Structure 
Taxonomy, to which James (1998:107) would subsequently give a new label: the 
Target Modification Taxonomy, since it is based on the ways in which learner’s 
erroneous utterances are modified compared to the L2. These authors suggested 
that there are four ways in which interlanguage and L2 forms diverge “in specific 
and systematic ways” (Dulay, Burt, Krashen 1982:150). I shall discuss these 
together with a fifth category added by James (1998). 
 
1. Omission 
It is ungrammatical and tends to affect function words rather than content 
words, especially as regards learners in the early stage of learning. “More 
advanced learners tend to be aware of their ignorance of content words, and 
rather than omit one, they resort to compensatory strategies to express their 
idea” (James 1998:107-108). An example of omission made by Eddie, a 
second year student, is: 
 
Eddie:    [113] febbre [Ø] cominciato la mattina. 
 
Apart from the omission of the definite article ‘la’, and the lack of the 
feminine agreement ‘cominciata’, the student also omits the copula ‘è’. 
 
2. Addition 
It is the presence of  a form that does not appear in a well-formed utterance 
in the L2. The authors suggested three sub-categories: 
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 Regularisation, which involves “overlooking exceptions and spreading 
rules to domains where they do not apply” (James 1998:108); thus a 
form is wrongly assumed to be an exception to the general rule, or the 
opposite. For instance: 
 
Zoe:  [82] si nasce quando si è vecchio (…) e dopo si morte 
quando si è bambino. 
 
The student extended the rule for the formation of the past participle of 
verbs ending in –ire (such as ‘sentire’, whose present form in the 3rd 
person singular is ‘sente’), to build the present form of the verb 
‘morire’, but failed to recognise its irregularity and to use the correct 
form ‘muore’. 
 
 Double-marking is the learner’s failure to recognise certain items which 
are required in some linguistic constructions but not in others, as in: 
 
Eddie: [113] ha la febbre da due giorni fa. 
 
 Simple additions are all other kinds of additions not describable as 
regularisation or as double-markings. 
 
3. Misinformation 
The authors defined it as the use of a wrong form of a structure or a 
morpheme and identified, again, three sub-types.  
 
  Regularisation (which James called misselection errors), for which 
learners misselect the right form, as in: 
 
Michela:  [39] penso che adesso la mamma ha la stessa importanza 
che il padre. 
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The student here used the indicative form for the verb ‘avere’, while she 
should have selected the subjunctive ‘abbia’. Moreover, the comparison 
structure is erroneous, resulting from L3 (Spanish) interference. 
 
 Archi-forms, for example when the learner selects “one member of a 
class of forms to represent others in the class” (Dulay, Burt, Krashen 
1982:160). For instance if he/she uses ‘me’ as both a subject and object 
pronoun: 
 
Eddie: [107] solo me? ‘io’. 
 
 Alternating forms are described as “free alternation of various members 
of a class with each other”. This is where the learner alternates the 
correct form with the erroneous one, which could be right in some 
linguistic contexts but wrong in others (James 1998:109). 
 
4. Misordering 
This category refers to the incorrect placement of elements within the 
utterance. The authors observed that often misordering is due to learners 
relying on literal translation of their native language surface structures 
when speaking the L2 (1982:163). A possible example is the post-position 
of the noun, placed after the adjective, following the English word-order: 
 
Eddie:  [90] gli orali esame.  
 
5. Blends 
This further category is suggested by James (1998:111) to identify errors 
that reflect the learner’s uncertainty in the selection of the required form 
when he/she has more than one possibility at his/her disposal. The result is 
an error made up of the combination of two alternative grammatical forms. 
“The speaker has activated two structures that are semantically related, 
either of which could serve his present function. But they fail to make a 
clear choice, and instead combine a part of each to produce a structure with 
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characteristics of both” (James 1998:111). In what follows, two examples 
from a second and a fourth year students are proposed: 
 
Eddie:  [88] *posso solo dire da mia opinione.  
 
The mixture made by the student is given by these two possible 
grammatical forms: [88a] la mia opinione / [88b] dal mio punto di vista. 
 
Georgina: [30] *ci sono anche i  medici che si mantengono se stessi. 
 
Here the student showed her knowledge of the fact that the verb 
‘mantenere’ is reflexive in this case, but she could not decide which form to 
use. Thus she formulated an ungrammatical utterance by mixing the two 
options: [30a] che si mantengono / [30b] che mantengono se stessi. 
 
 
In the present chapter I have presented an insight into the concept of errors 
made by second language learners. There are considerable difficulties in carrying 
out a conclusive error analysis. The complexity of the material means that 
definitive conclusions are not always achievable but, wherever possible, I have 
cross-referenced these errors and areas of difficulty with  previous theories and 
studies. 
The linguistic analysis of L2 learners’ errors within my data revealed some 
interesting results, especially at the morphological and syntactic levels, and 
provided evidence of the fact that the students’ overriding desire to achieve 
communication was often more significant than the pursuit of absolute 
grammatical accuracy. 
However, as second language acquisition progresses, new imperatives develop. 
In the next chapter I will explore these, focusing on further fascinating aspects of 
second language learners’ speech: namely monitoring, self-correction and 
compensatory strategies used by students in second language acquisition process. 
I will start with an introduction to the main psycholinguistic theories of 
monitoring and researches on self-repair, then I will propose an analysis of self-
corrections in my data. 
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Chapter 4 
 
Main psycholinguistic theories of self-correction 
 
The phenomena of self-repair and monitoring in the speech of both L1 and L2 
speakers have been of great interest to applied linguists, sociolinguists, language 
teachers, and psycholinguists over the last decades; however, only in recent years 
have investigations of L2 self-correction and monitoring been developed adopting 
a psychological approach (Kormos 1999). 
Self-repair behaviour is a clear manifestation of the underlying self-monitoring 
mechanisms that are activated during L2 learners’ performance. These latent 
devices represent a crucial executive function in the learners’ minds, which helps 
them to adapt, anticipate, learn, correct, and repair the consequences of their 
speaking actions (Mojavezi, Javad Ahmadian 2013). In Levelt’s words “self-
correction in speech results from a complicated interplay of perceptual and 
productive processes” (1983:45) and it is the most valid tool through which we 
are able to investigate how strong a learner’s monitor is, since it represents what 
he/she actually does in real performance (Krashen 1982:105). 
 
In the following section I will explore the main psycholinguistic theories of 
monitoring and their relevance to the analysis of L2 speakers’ self-repair 
behaviour in oral production. I will focus special attention on Levelt’s perceptual 
loop theory of monitoring. 
 
 
4.1. The theories of monitoring  
 
Recent studies in L2 literature have described three basic psycholinguistic 
models of monitoring, relevant to the analysis of L2 learners’ self-repair 
behaviour: the editor theories, the activation spreading theory and the perceptual 
loop theory (Kormos 1999; 2000). 
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To fully understand these it is necessary to define three key words: monitor, 
filter, and editor. Monitor is the term given to the learner’s mental eyes; these 
‘eyes’ observe the ongoing oral performance planning and processing, but they 
are not able to interfere with the process (Berg 1986)
29
. On the contrary, filters are 
powerful tools which control and regulate the material ready to be articulated in 
performance, and they are accompanied by editors in this checking function. The 
editors, in turn, have the function of replacing an improper item with a more 
acceptable or appropriate one (Kormos 1999:305). Therefore, self-monitoring is a 
unique process which involves checking the correctness and appropriateness of 
the speaker’s produced output. 
 
4.1.1 The “editor” theories of monitoring 
Kormos (1999) revised theories that were elaborated by other authors, such as 
Baars, Motley and MacKay in 1975 and Laver in 1980. These previous studies 
accounted for L1 speech production and hypothesised the existence of an editor 
that identifies and replaces the incorrect output of speech production process on 
the basis of the nature of the speech trouble. Moreover, they wondered what 
governs the editor and in which part of the system it is located (Kormos 
2000:306). These theories assumed that the editor works as an external system of 
speech production and has its own rules through which it is able to check the 
output (Malmkjaer 1995:492; Kormos 1999:306).  
According to some editing theories, a pre-articulatory editor is distributed 
throughout all the different levels of production and is capable of testing the 
utterance before articulation, “using the criteria of lexical legitimacy, syntactic 
and semantic appropriacy, situational context and social appropriateness” 
(Kormos 1999:306). 
 
A logical examination of this theory suggests potential flaws: “if this 
mechanism worked perfectly, it would not allow for the occurrence of errors at 
all; thus, to match the theory with reality, it must be assumed that either the 
system of rules it uses is degenerate or the rules used at a given moment must 
vary” (Kormos 1999:306). 
                                                          
29
 Berg, T. (1986) The problem of language control: Editing, monitoring and feedback. In 
Psychological Research, vol. 48, pp. 133-144 – Cited in Kormos 1999:305. 
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Hence, other editing theorists claimed that, at this pre-articulatory stage, the 
editor could only account for the same elements that are classified as slips of the 
tongue: output predisposition in speech errors, the rapidity of error detection and 
the use of correct terms in speech. Consequently, as the editor can only check the 
final outcome of the processes and is not able to identify errors at intermediary 
levels, these models incorporate an inherent weakness. (Kormos 1999:307). 
 
Different research projects suggested a model called distributed editor theory, 
for which there should be a specialised monitor at each stage of the processing 
system which recognises and checks the correctness of the outcome at different 
stages of production. However, the editor would have to contain the same 
knowledge as each of the components it monitors and this would be considerably 
uneconomical (Kormos 2000:307). 
 
4.1.2 The spreading activation theory of monitoring 
According to the connectionist theories of monitoring, which had Stemberger 
(1985), Dell (1986) and Harley, B. (1993a) as their major exponents, no external 
editor is needed to monitor the output of the production system, because the 
system’s self-control is provided by the already existing intrinsic feedback which 
operates in the creation of speech (Malmkjaer 1995:492). 
Stemberger (1985)
30
 and Dell (1986)
31
 developed the first comprehensive 
model of interactive activation spreading in speech production. This model was 
based on an interactive network of units. There are four levels: semantic, 
syntactic, morphological and phonological, where items are slotted into frames. 
Units are inserted at each of these levels of processing, by generative grammar 
rules which operate in order to ensure that each slot is correctly filled (Kormos 
2000:146, Harley, T. 2014:423).  
In this model, decisions concerning which unit to select are made on the basis 
of the activation level of nodes representing these units: a layered network of 
mental nodes is responsible for both language production and comprehension 
(Malmkjaer 1995:493; Kormos 2000:146). Hence, units with the highest prepared 
                                                          
30
 Stemberg, J. P. (1985) An interactive activation model of language production. In A. W. Ellis 
(Ed.), Progress in the psychology of language, vol. 1, pp. 143-186 – Cited in Kormos 1999:307. 
31
 Dell, G. S. (1986) A spreading activation theory of retrieval in sentence production. In 
Psychological Review, vol. 93, pp. 283-321 – Cited in Kormos 1999:307. 
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connection at each level will be selected and activated when needed, for further 
processing. 
As Kormos (1999:307-308) reported, “Dell (1986) assumed that activation 
could spread bidirectionally: top down, that is, from words to morphemes and 
from morpheme to phonemes, as well as bottom up. He also argued that speech 
perception proceeds through the bottom-up flow of activation, and this 
mechanism is in operation when speakers monitor their own speech”. Therefore, 
in this theory, monitoring is assumed to be an inherent feature of a speaker’s 
language perception and production, and there is no presence of a separate 
monitoring device. 
 
MacKay (1992)
32
 adapted the general principle of spreading activation theory 
and elaborated the node structure theory, based on research concerning 
awareness. MacKay maintained that extended activation could result as a 
consequence of a new connection created by one node with “another 
‘uncommitted’ node” (Kormos 1999:308). Hence, this would stimulate awareness 
and thus contribute to the detection of error. Mackay’s node structure theory 
assumed that “only three conditions are necessary for awareness: novelty, 
pertinence and strong convergent priming (…). These three conditions can explain 
why one usually becomes conscious of what is new, rather than of what is 
familiar” (Kormos 1999:308). 
As Levelt (1992)
33
 would note later, these connectionist theories are 
characterised by weakness. First, because they argued that all the errors would be 
predicted, whilst, in practice, many errors remain unnoticed and uncorrected by 
the speaker; second, they do not account for the fact that “monitoring involves not 
only recognising linguistically erroneous output, but also perceiving the pragmatic 
inappropriacy of the message and the inadequacy of the information conveyed” 
(Kormos 2000:147). Obviously, as speech errors do occur, it means that they are 
not all detected before they are articulated.  
 
 
                                                          
32
 MacKay, D. G. (1992) Awareness and error detection: New theories and research paradigms. In 
Consciousness and Cognition, vol. 1, pp.199-225 – Cited in Kormos 1999:308. 
33
 Levelt, W. J. M. (1992) The Perceptual Loop Theory not disconfirmed: a reply to MacKay. In 
Consciousness and Cognition, vol. 1, pp. 226-230 – Cited in Kormos 2000:147. 
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4.1.3 The perceptual loop theory of monitoring 
Drawing on previous theories of monitoring in speech, Levelt (1983, 1989) 
advanced a new model for identifying and explaining erroneous output, that 
would account also for later research in L2 speech. Levelt’s perceptual loop 
theory of monitoring starts from the assumption that pre-articulatory output can be 
inspected. It seems to be the most complete and reliable model providing a 
detailed account of how monitoring works in L1 speech production (Kormos 
1999:309). 
On similar lines to the spreading activation theory, it was proposed that the 
same mechanism of speech comprehension could be used for checking the 
veracity of one’s own message, i.e. the concept that speaker intends to express, as 
well as  for perceiving and distinguishing other speakers’ utterances (Kormos 
1999, 2000; Mojavezi, Javad Ahmadian 2013).  
A self-repair in conversation takes place because the speaker realises that 
his/her output contains erroneous or improper language; as a consequence, he/she 
interrupts the flow of speech and produces a repair by creating a new output, 
which takes into account the trouble in the previous utterance (Levelt 1983:45; 
Mojavezi, Javad Ahmadian 2013). 
I will describe how this process takes place according to Levelt’s (1989)34 three 
loops for inspecting self-monitoring:  
1. The conceptual loop is the phase in which the preverbal message, which 
contains the speech-act intentions and their information structure, is 
checked before being sent to the formulator and compared to the speaker’s 
original communicative intentions; 
2. The pre-articulatory loop or covert monitoring is when the message is 
monitored before articulation, and thus encoding errors are detected; 
3. Finally, the external loop of monitoring is the moment in which the 
speaker self-checks the generated utterance after articulation, in terms of 
communicative appropriacy and grammatical accuracy (Kormos 1999, 
2000; Mojavezi, Javad Ahmadian 2013). 
 
                                                          
34
 Levelt, W. J. M. (1989) Speaking: From intention to articulation – Cited in Kormos 1999,2000 
and Mojavezi, Javad Ahmadian 2013. 
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In his ongoing studies, Levelt further investigated how reaction times in self-
monitoring deal with pre-articulatory monitoring. He argued that phonological 
encoding is realised through three steps: the activation of phonological segments, 
the production of the phonological word, and the generation of the phonetic-
articulatory plan. He conducted a series of experiments and, on the basis of his 
results, proposed that speakers could self-check even without accessing the 
phonetic-articulatory plan. He deduced that self-checking can start from the level 
of abstract phonological representation and, thus, the erroneous output can be 
interrupted shortly after its articulation begins (Kormos 1999, 2000). As Kormos 
stated, “due to the similarity of the comprehension and error-detection processes 
postulated in this model, it can be assumed that phonological errors will be 
noticed earlier than lexical or grammatical slips of the tongue, and the detection 
times of inappropriacies will be higher than those of linguistic inaccuracies” 
(1999:311). 
 
Van Hest (1996), who conducted several research projects in both L1 and L2 
production, suggested that phonological errors are intercepted and blocked faster 
than lexical errors, whilst inappropriate vocabulary seems to be recognised with 
the slowest speed. These findings support Levelt’s model, in which the phase of 
phonological errors’ correction is the shortest, whilst all the other types of 
inappropriacies experience a delay as they have to be checked against the original 
speaker’s communicative intention (Kormos 1999). 
Monitoring models have also been put into test in L2 research, by analysing the 
various kinds of self-repair. Especially as regards L2 speech production, “the 
speaker may realize that another arrangement of messages would be easier or 
more effective” (Levelt 1983:51) and, in case of uncertainty in the correctness of a 
lexical choice, because of lack of knowledge, “the psycholinguistically simplest 
strategies tend to be used because they require little processing effort” (Kormos 
2000:157). 
Monitoring and self-repair behaviour are considered to be important processes 
in L2 production. Through the analysis of their erroneous habits learners’ 
linguistic awareness rises: this monitoring of speech is believed to contribute to 
language learning by giving learners the opportunity to identify and pay attention 
to the deficiencies in their knowledge of their second language (Kormos 2000). 
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4.2 Monitoring and self-repair in L2 speech: recent perspectives  
 
Speech repair mechanisms reveal important peculiarities of language 
processing and mental lexicon, especially in bilingual speech. Self-correction 
behaviour in second language speakers has only recently become of interest to 
linguists, in fact very little research has been done in this field. Recent theories of 
L2 speech processing (van Hest 1996; Kormos 1998, 1999, 2000; Poulisse 1999) 
have approached this phenomenon from a psycholinguistic perspective following 
Levelt’s assumptions about the different functions of monitoring and self-repair in 
L1 communication (Kormos 1999:311; Hennecke 2013:4). 
 
4.2.1 How self-repair works in L2 learners’ output 
First of all, it is necessary to differentiate between the terms correction and 
repair, as proposed by Schegloff, Jefferson and Sacks (1977). According to them, 
correction is a particular kind of repair which serves to replace an error with the 
correct form. On the other hand, repair does not only replace an error, but also 
deals with inconsistency and inadequacy in spontaneous speech (Schegloff et al. 
1977:363). 
Following on from Schegloff et al. (1977), Rieger (2003) associated repair 
with every technique used by a speaker to interrupt his/her speech when he/she 
has sensed a potential accuracy in his/her output; according to Rieger these 
features are “error correction, the search for a word, and the use of hesitation 
pauses, lexical, quasi-lexical, or non-lexical pause fillers, immediate lexical 
changes, false starts, and instantaneous repetitions” (2003:48).  
Van Hest (1996) had suggested that Levelt’s perceptual loop theory could be 
adopted to explain monitoring in L2 in the same way as it is used to analyse L1 
self-repair behaviour: Kormos (1999) agreed that, without any qualitative 
difference, the perceptual loop theory was, indeed, applicable. However, Levelt’s 
theory does not serve to understand why certain errors remain undetected. In fact, 
even though L2 learners are provided with the underlying linguistic knowledge of 
the L2 rules, their metalinguistic awareness is limited and, as a consequence, they 
still cannot detect certain types of errors. 
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Kormos (1999) was aware of Levelt’s assumption that the prime factor which 
operates in speech monitoring is attention. Nevertheless, in L2 output, learners are 
highly focused on their linguistic accuracy and message appropriacy and, 
accordinlgy, a considerably lower number of processes are automatised; as a 
result these processes require more attention than when in L1 encoding 
mechanisms. This lack of automaticity affects the efficiency of monitoring 
processes; thus, learners are prone to a higher production of errors and to a lower 
correction rate of these errors (Kormos 1999:312; Rieger 2003:42). 
Kormos (1999) stressed that the concepts of noticing and attention are of 
central importance in L2 speech monitoring: “first, because available attention is 
affected by working memory capacity, individual differences in this respect can 
influence to what extent speakers attend to their own speech. Second, the demands 
of the task to be performed also determine the amount of attention available for 
monitoring” (Kormos 1999:312-313). Thus, attention limitations in L2 speakers’ 
self-repair behaviour are due to individual speaking habits (under-users and over-
users) and the complexity of the task. 
 
As regards different communicate attitudes, I have already mentioned in 2.2.1. 
the distinction conferred by Krashen (1981) between monitor-under-users and 
monitor-over-users. Research confirmed that, whether they are beginners or 
advanced speakers, the former usually feel comfortable with fast speaking, do not 
strive for high precision of expression and, as a consequence, they do not bother if 
they make mistakes in performance. For under-users in fact, fluency is of primary 
importance, with the result that they do not repair their utterances frequently and, 
if they do, “they self-correct ‘by feel’,  that is, they use their subconscious 
acquired system, rather than a conscious grammar” (Krashen 1982:16). 
Monitor over-users, instead, tend to have a slower speech and to dispense a 
more specific and precise attention to the phase of speech processing than 
monitor-under-users. Overusers in fact, have a hesitant and over careful style of 
speaking: “ (…) regardless of type, they will typically self-correct ‘by rule’, that 
is, when correcting errors, they will often be consciously aware of the rule that 
was broken and be able to verbalise it” (Krashen 1981:16). Consequently, they 
feel more uneasy when making mistakes and tend to correct themselves more 
 
 
59 
 
frequently when they are uncertain of the accuracy of their utterance (Kormos 
1998:208-216). 
Kormos’ results (1998) confirmed that participants whose general objective is 
to express their message as smoothly and eloquently as possible may consciously 
decide not to repair certain errors even if they notice them, but rather they would 
ignore them without sacrificing the speed of speech. On the other hand, monitor-
over-users who strive for more precise and error-free expressions usually correct a 
significantly higher portion of their errors than students for whom the fast 
production of their utterances was important. 
It is of significance to note that error detection and repair also depend on the 
nature of the inappropriate output. Several studies revealed that content words 
were more often corrected than function words, because the former carry more 
information (Kormos 1999:326). Therefore, if a speaker wants to promote 
successful communication, his/her process of monitoring would focus on content 
and meaning rather than on form (Poulisse, Bongaerts 1994; van Hest 1996; 
Kormos 1999; Rieger 2003). 
 
With reference to the concept of noticing, learners’ proficiency also comes into 
play. Whether second language acquisition is successful or not depends also on 
the learner’s available attention in conscious processing and producing output: 
noticing errors in speech production can stimulate and enhance L2 learning. When 
monitor works properly, erroneous output is traced and replaced before it becomes 
stored in the long-term memory (Kormos 1999:314). Thus, through self-initiated 
self-repairs, a learner is able to test hypotheses about the L2, expand his/her 
awareness about it and look for creative solutions. 
With the development of L2 competence, a higher degree of automatisation is 
reached, therefore, proficient L2 speakers apply their knowledge more efficiently 
and make fewer mistakes, and new types of self-repairs appear. 
The preverbal message contains relevant and specific information about the L2, 
the linguistic register that will be used and the concept to which the speaker will 
refer in oral speech (Hennecke 2013:8-9). This idea is confirmed in self-
corrections of highly fluent L2 speakers who resort to language-choice at a 
prelexical level, whereas less fluent learners “rely on an inhibitory control 
mechanism at the lexical level” (Hennecke 2013:9) (see Figure 3). 
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Figure 3. Role of language proficiency (Hennecke 2013:9) 
 
Kormos argued that when engaged in speaking their L2, “advanced learners’ 
attention shifts from lower level lexical, grammatical, and phonological mistakes 
to problems arising at the discourse level” (1999:209). On the contrary, due to 
their limited metalinguistic awareness and lack of automaticity in speech, 
beginners make more errors and correct a smaller proportion of these mistakes 
than advanced learners. Moreover, they tend to leave some of their hesitation 
pauses unfilled; as a consequence, they run the risk of losing the floor or the 
conversation breaking down (Kormos 1999:331; Rieger 2003:41). Less proficient 
speakers are also likely to employ more corrective and explicit repairs, i.e. overt 
repairs, whilst advanced learners self-correct through anticipatory repairs
35
, i.e. 
covert repairs, in order to avoid interruptions of the speech flow. As Kormos 
pointed out: “not only do advanced learners know more about the L2, but they can 
apply this knowledge in a more efficient way. (…) Conscious controlled 
knowledge is gradually replaced by automatic unconscious rule or memory-based 
procedures, which, if stored correctly, are error free. Moreover, with practice, the 
strength of connections between stimulus and response becomes stronger, which 
is especially relevant in lexical retrieval” (1999:332). For instance, as my data 
                                                          
35
 Covert repairs: “are self-repairs in which the repairable is produced in inner speech and thus is 
not hearable. These repairs are realized by hesitations and repetitions” (Rieger 2003:41). 
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indicate, lexical slips of the tongue are less frequent in the speech of fourth year 
students. 
Even if error repairs signal that a learner is still not completely able to use the 
L2 orally in a proper way and, consequently, that his/her L2 knowledge has not 
been fully acquired yet, his/her self-correction behaviour can promote the 
development of L2 skills and provide evidence of the fact that L2 acquisition is in 
progress. 
 
As a manifestation of monitoring processes, the understanding of how the 
frequency and distribution of different types of self-corrections and repairing 
strategies adopted by L2 speakers work lies in the psycholinguistic mechanisms of 
error detection (Kormos 1999:324). This process could be influenced by several 
factors such as the individual speaking habits, the availability of attention, the 
accuracy demand of the task and the situational variables of the interaction, as 
well as the type of error and the place where it occurs.  
Krashen’s monitor theory (1981) has greatly influenced research on L2 error 
detection, anticipating a limited role for monitor use in L2 production. Krashen 
argued that monitoring can only be effective under certain limited circumstances, 
that is when the learner is focused on form, knows the rule to be applied, and is 
not restricted by time constraints (Krashen 1981; Kormos 1998, 1999). 
 
4.2.2 The structure of self-repair in L2 speech 
A second language learner’s uncertainty about the appropriacy and accuracy of 
his/her output is due to the instability of his/her receptive knowledge, for which 
the given linguistic rule or the item of vocabulary is not yet fully acquired. Thus 
L2 speakers cannot decide whether their productive knowledge and performance 
is error free (Kormos 1999:314). Hence, they mostly use the psycholinguistically 
simplest strategies or avoid certain grammatical structures in the L2, whenever 
they are uncertain about the correctness of their output (Poulisse 1999:54; Kormos 
2000:161). 
In this regard, and, again in agreement with van Hest (1996), Kormos (1999) 
advanced an expansion of Levelt’s theory (1983) to outline the syntactic structure 
of repairs in L1 production, to check whether it could be valid also for L2 
speakers. 
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One of the main relevant rules for the study of self-repair behaviour is the well-
formedness rule, which states that repairs have to follow the laws of syntactic 
coordination. Van Hest’s results suggested that “as with L1 speakers, L2 learners 
are able to store the original syntactic structure of their message in working 
memory when making repair” (Kormos 1999:329). Moreover, especially 
advanced learners can accomplish correction not only by replacing a word with 
another, but also by grammatically encoding the related part of the message in a 
different way (Kormos 1999). In fact, it follows that the whole speech plan is 
reformulated in order to adjust the original utterance, but these well-formed 
repairs are made by L2 learners also with a view to enriching the listener’s 
comprehension. By signalling which utterance is intended to be changed, the 
speaker also wants to make it easier for the interlocutor to understand (Kormos 
1999). 
Nevertheless, it is important to underline that L2 speakers’ self-correction is 
rarely perfect. These performers tend to focus heavily on content and not much on 
form when self-correcting; in most cases their revisions are typically aimed at 
greater communicative effectiveness in order to convey their message, but their 
performance almost never reaches perfection (Krashen 1982:11). 
 
 
4.3 Types of corrective feedback which encourage learners to self-
correct  
 
Some researchers have argued that successful understanding is important for 
acquisition. A second language learner must be provided with the necessary 
explanation of the corrections they receive. Studies on L2 learners have suggested 
that when they self-correct their errors, they are more likely to benefit from 
corrective feedback
36
, because it gives them the opportunity to develop a deeper 
processing of the L2 (Ellis, Shintani 2014:272). Lyster noticed that it is the self-
correcting force of certain feedback strategies, rather than their explicitness, that 
contributes to L2 development (Lyster, Ranta 1997).  
                                                          
36
 For which I shall refer to using the abbreviation ‘CF’. 
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Interactional corrective feedback can occur through two main categories: 
recasts and prompts. The former comprehend those explicit CF given by the 
teacher immediately after the erroneous utterance, which provides learners with 
the correct target-like reformulations and exemplars, without sacrificing an overall 
focus on meaning. Through recasts, instructors make sure that the learner 
becomes aware of his/her erroneous output (Benati 2013:54); this kind of CF 
accounts for a significant part of language input in L2. 
However, recasts obviate the necessity to self-correct, whereas  prompts appear 
to be more effective as CF because they encourage learners to self-repair. They 
include: clarification requests, as a feedback type that can refer to problems in 
either comprehensibility or accuracy, or both; metalinguistic clues, which contain 
either comments, information, or questions related to the well-formedness of the 
student’s utterance, without explicitly providing the correct form and pointing at 
the nature of error; elicitations of the correct form, where the teacher strategically 
pauses to allow the student to gain the floor; and finally repetitions, which refer to 
the teacher’s repetition of the student’s erroneous utterance, changing intonation 
to emphasise the error position. (Lyster, Ranta 1997:47-48; Benati 2013:56). 
These kinds of corrections do not provide the correct L2 form, but rather push the 
learner to reflect on how to reformulate his/her incorrect input and to make an 
attempt to repair his/her own errors. 
As I have already discussed in 4.2.1, L2 learners need be encouraged and 
induced to self-correction, because correcting previous mistakes is viewed as 
evidence of learning (Ellis, Shintani 2014:273). 
 
Learners of a foreign language, especially those lacking sufficient knowledge 
and competence in their L2, will produce errors in their conversations; there are a 
number of compensatory strategies which may be developed to diminish these 
faults and inaccuracies. In the following chapter I will present an analysis of these 
strategies supported by examples, from my data, of code-switching and code-
mixing, use of calques and borrowings from English. Additionally, I will present a 
linguistic analysis of the ways in which the students performed their self-repairs. 
 
 
 
 
64 
 
Chapter 5 
 
Compensatory strategies to which L2 speakers resort 
when errors occur 
 
When problems arise in conversation, apart from adopting self-repair 
behaviour, L2 speakers frequently may rely on diverse compensatory strategies, 
which allow them to solve their lexical problems by using alternative ways of 
expression (Poulisse 1999:54).  
In this chapter, I will investigate how and when L2 speakers’ self-correction 
behaviour is initiated. I will identify the different compensatory strategies, such as 
code-switching and code-mixing, to which the participants of my study resorted to 
compensate their lack of knowledge in Italian, providing examples from my data.  
Then, I will discuss van Hest’s (1996) and Kormos’ (1999) taxonomies of self-
repair behaviour in speech, illustrating their classifications through the analysis of 
a sample of self-corrections from my data. 
Considering that the data I collected are taken from non-obligatory Italian 
language lessons, in an informal environment, I assume that spontaneous and 
unaffected communication took place. This was dialogue, in Italian, between 
performers with the shared goal of understanding each other and of improving 
their L2 knowledge and competence. Accordingly, I consider my data to be 
representative of typical L2 learners’ dialogues. 
 
 
5.1 When and how does self-repair emerge?  
 
Self-repair is a difficult strategy for L2 speakers to perform. As already 
mentioned, it is an overt manifestation of the underlying self-monitoring 
mechanisms (Mojavezi, Javad Ahmadian 2013), and requires a conscious 
understanding of the L2 system in order to produce correct forms and, in the event 
of errors, to notice and be able to repair them. In fact, having noticed a specific 
aspect of the language, the learner can analyse it and compare it to what he/she 
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already noted on other occasions. By doing so his/her L2 awareness increases and 
he/she can experience insights and understanding (Schmidt 1990:133). The 
practice of this mental activity encourages the development of problem-solving 
ability and self-repair techniques are performed. After the learner has begun to 
organise his speech plan, he/she can operate on the emerging utterance and 
modify and adjust an initially erroneous selected form with another preferred form 
(Ellis 1985:180). 
Nevertheless, L2 speakers could decide to complete their speech despite 
perceiving it to be characterised by inaccurate structure, giving preference to the 
urge of not interrupting their utterance over the urge to correct the error they 
made. This usually happens in informal communicative interactions, where no 
formal language and high linguistic accuracy is required (Kormos 1999:328). 
However, L2 speakers are not always capable of attending to all aspects of 
their speech, being engaged in focusing on choosing the correct form when 
speaking, thus, when unconscious action occurs, learners may not detect errors. 
 
5.1.1 L2-based learning and compensatory strategies 
While L2 learners’ declarative knowledge consists of internalised L2 rules and 
memorised parts of language, their procedural knowledge involves strategies and 
procedures employed to process L2 data for acquisition and use (Ellis 1985:164). 
L2 speakers’ learning strategies clearly involve internal mental actions and may 
be considered as “specific actions taken by the learner to make learning easier, 
faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and more transferable 
to new situations” (Johnson 2001:153). 
L2 learners use learning strategies either naturally and unconsciously or 
intentionally. Cohen (1998:4) argued that these are processes “selected by 
learners, which may result in action taken to enhance the learning or use of a 
second or foreign language, through the storage, retention, recall, and application 
of information about that language”. 
Oxford (1990)
37
 distinguished between direct and indirect strategies: the 
former help the learner to come to grips with the language, dealing with 
memorising new vocabulary, understanding, guessing and producing the 
                                                          
37
 Oxford, R. (1990) Language Learning Strategies – Cited in Johnson 2001:153. 
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language; the latter, instead, help to adjust planning issues and deal with 
regulation, verification and control (Johnson 2001:153-154). 
At times when the declarative knowledge is insufficient or cannot be accessed 
quickly enough, learners may resort to additional procedures: the so-called 
compensatory strategies. 
 
On the basis of previous studies, I shall propose two main kinds of 
compensatory strategies exhibited by the participants in my study, when their 
knowledge of the L2 is insufficient to carry on conversation: code-switching and 
hesitation phenomena. 
 
1. Code-switching occurs when expressions in either the L1 or the L3 are 
found in L2 speech. My data revealed that performers, lacking competence 
in the Italian language, tended to utilise their first language to initiate an 
utterance when they felt forced to speak. This happens because, in addition 
to an incomplete L2 system, L2 speakers have a fully developed and fully 
functional L1 system at their disposal, which is sometimes used 
intentionally and/or accidentally (Poulisse 1999:55). L2 learners may have 
various reasons to intentionally switch between languages, for instance to 
fill a linguistic need which would remain ‘empty’ because they have not 
acquired enough of the L2 to do this, or because of the greater availability 
of a word in their mother tongue. They could decide to make use of a 
language other than their L2 also for social or psychological reasons, for 
instance “to emphasise one’s identity or group membership, to mark a 
change of subject, to specify a particular addressee, to draw attention to a 
particular part of the message, to express certain emotions, or to mark 
‘asides’ from ongoing discourse” (Poulisse 1999:55). When intentional use 
of L1 occurs, it is referred to as the phenomenon of code-switching.  
As previously mentioned in 2.1.4 and in 3.1.3, unintentional use of the 
first language is also the evidence of language transfer, which takes place at 
all linguistic levels: phonological, morphological, syntactic, lexical and 
pragmatic. A further in-depth analysis of code-switching and code-mixing 
will follow in 5.1.2. 
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2. Hesitation phenomena include the use of quasi-lexical fillers, the stretching 
of sounds and repetitions (Rieger 2002; 2003:42). My results suggest that 
even advanced L2 speakers exhibit a frequent usage of these phenomena in 
L2 speech, which may be explained not only as sign of uncertainty and a 
need of more time to construct, as best as they can, their L2 output, but also 
as a consequence of the fact that specific hesitation mechanisms from L1 
are mirrored in L2 (Hennecke 2013:7). 
In order not to leave hesitation pauses unfilled and to create productive 
communication, L2 learners signalled their hesitation through the use of 
quasi-lexical fillers such as ‘uhm’ followed by a short but noticeable pause. 
In this case, the quasi-lexical filler clearly functions as a place-holder while 
the student plans his/her next speech (Rieger 2003:42). 
Example: 
 
Italian tutor:  come vi siete trovati a Pisa? 
Peppa:   [14] sì, mmm… molto buono, uhm… molto bene. 
 
In [14] Peppa, a fouth year student who had spent a whole year in Pisa as 
an Erasmus student at Pisa University, self-repairs her erroneous answer, 
which contains a confused use of the two adverbs buono ‘good’ and bene 
‘well’. To do so, she utilises quasi lexical fillers mmm and uhm, followed 
by pauses. 
 
Another frequent type of compensatory strategy is the stretching of 
sounds. It occurs in lexical items as well as in quasi-lexical fillers (Rieger 
2003:42); students resort to this subconscious mechanism to hold the floor 
whilst planning the next conversational contribution and also to signal 
uncertainty. 
Example: 
 
Peppa:  [73] Cristina questa relazione con Freccia è un po’ di uhm // 
non è molto seria. 
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In [73] Peppa self-repairs again changing her previous attempt at utterance 
construction and stretches the quasi-lexical filler uhm and uses a longer 
pause, in order to gain time. 
 
Repetition of one or several lexical items is also a compensatory strategy 
which L2 learners adopt when hesitating and which is also very common 
amongst native speakers. Repetitions are considered part of the self-repair 
organisation when their function is to gain linguistic and/or cognitive 
planning time for the speaker, in order to delay the production of the next 
lexical item (Rieger 2002:47-51). Schegloff et al. (1977) were the first to 
investigate and describe self-initiated same-turn repair in L1 speech. Rieger 
(2002) analysed repetition as a resource of repair strategy in L2 production 
used as a delaying tactic while the speaker is searching for an appropriate 
word; however, she was careful to note that repetitions used for stress or 
emphasis cannot be considered as self-initiated self-repairs. 
In my audio-recordings, participants frequently repeated personal 
pronouns, conjunctions and prepositions when engaged in Italian 
conversations, as self-repair strategies. 
Example: 
 
Eddie: [85] loro hanno avuto un esame…così uhm…penso che 
loro…they won’t come // loro non vengono. 
 
In [85] the second year student uses a quasi-lexical filler ‘uhm’ and repeats 
the personal pronoun loro ‘they’ to gain time to think about what saying next. 
In fact, he even switches to his mother tongue in order to maintain the speech 
flow and hold the floor, and finally succeeds in performing a correct Italian 
utterance
38
. The frequent personal pronoun repetitions could be identified also 
as a consequence of L1 interference, considering that, differently from Italian, 
English is not a pro-drop language, that is, it does not allow for the omission 
of the subject pronouns. 
 
                                                          
38
 Note that the student should have used the future form of the verb venire ‘verranno’ (It.), 
‘they will come’ (Eng.), instead of the present ‘vengono’ (It.) ‘they come’. 
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5.1.2 Code-switching and code-mixing 
Code-switching (CS)
39
 has not yet been extensively investigated in relation to 
L2 learners (Gardner-Chloros 2009:160). Recent studies by Poulisse (1999) and 
Poulisse and Bongaerts (1994) pointed out that, when speaking the second 
language, self-repair mechanisms from both L1 and L2 (or another language) are 
activated, and L2 learners can access strategies from either one language or 
another (Gardner-Chloros 2009:160; Hennecke 2013:6). 
Code-switching is characterised as intentional behaviour: in fact, studies of L2 
speakers’ use of communication strategies have shown that learners often resort to 
their L1 intentionally to solve lexical communication problems in their L2 oral 
production (Poulisse, Bongaerts 1994:37).  
A distinction has to be made between code-switching and code-mixing. The 
former is most often used as an umbrella term to generalise all types of switches 
and which includes phenomena such as lexical borrowings and calques (Arabski 
2006). Arabski (2006:178) quoted Grosjean’s (1982)40 definition of code-
switching as the alternate use of two or more languages in interaction, specifying 
that it is “a conscious switch of languages, for at least a phrase or a sentence (…), 
and it appears to be purely intentional”. Hence, code-switching is used mainly to 
express a word or an expression that is not immediately accessible in the L2 and it 
can be defined an advanced interactional behaviour (Rieger 2003:43) used as a 
compensatory strategy, since L2 speakers prefer to switch rather than remain 
silent, for the sake of their speech flow. 
 
Code-mixing is a term used to identify those cases where both lexical items and 
grammatical features from different languages appear in one sentence (Arabski 
2006:179). Thus, when the linguistic qualities and constraints of code-switching 
are more significant, the term code-mixing is employed as a sub-type of the more 
general CS and, refers to an intra-clausal switch occurring in the middle of a 
sentence (Arabski 2006:178; Hennecke 2013:6). 
                                                          
39
 From now on abbreviated as ‘CS’. 
40
 Grosjean, F. (1982) Individual bilingualism. In Z. Lengyel et al. (eds) Applied Linguistic Studies in 
Central Europe, pp.103-13 – Cited in Arabski 2006:178. 
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Arabski (2006:179) enlarged upon Muysken’s (in Myers-Scotton 2002)41 
elaboration of the processes which occur when code-mixing is performed. I will 
use Arabski’s classifications for my data analysis: 
 Insertion, i.e. insertion of lexical items or entire constituents from one 
language into a structure from the other language. Typically inserted 
elements are content words which show morphological and 
grammatical relation with the preceding and the following elements 
within the sentence. 
Examples: 
 
Peppa:  [34] le differenze sono più like magnified. 
  [71] cerca di fill questo buco. 
 
Zoe:  [62] ci sono nei supermercati delle boxes uhm…dove si può 
comprare cibo per gatto. 
  [69] c’è un, uhm…like a clash fra giovani e i suoi genitori. 
  [60] si paga una sterlina per vestirsi della uhm…ropa di 
casa invece delle uniformi. 
 
Eddie:  [97] il governamento cambia il sistema. 
 
In [34] Peppa inserts the English verb magnified because the 
correspondent Italian word ‘enfatizzate’ is not immediately available in 
her lexical repertoire. The student shows herself able to transfer the 
correct rule of conjugation, required in the sentence, into the English 
verb, by adding the -ed mark of past. 
The same happens in [62], where Zoe inserts the plural noun boxes for 
the Italian ‘scatole’. 
In [69] it is worth noticing that the student uses the Italian male 
indefinite article before inserting the English word clash. This might 
signal that she is aware that the Italian word for clash, ‘scontro’, is 
masculine. 
                                                          
41
 Myers-Scotton, C. (2002) Review of P. Muysken’s bilingual speech, a typology of code-mixing. 
In Language, vol. 78 (2), pp. 330-3 – Cited in Arabski 2006:179. 
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In [60] Zoe inserts a word from her Spanish vocabulary; since this L2 
learner is a student of both Italian and Spanish, she mixes up these two 
languages and confuses the Spanish term ropa for the Italian 
‘vestiti/panni’. 
In [97] Eddie uses the English word government instead of ‘governo’, 
but, by adding the final vowel /o/ (governamento), he shows to have 
acquired the inflectional rules of Italian, for which the term ‘governo’ 
requires the inflectional morpheme -o to signal the male gender. 
 
 Alternation, i.e. language switch at an upper clause level, which 
includes tags, interjections (‘oh’ is common) and sometimes adverbs 
and conjunctions. 
Examples:  
 
Dalila:  [5] vorrei fare un anno like sabbatico. 
 
Peppa:  [81] Martino è trovato dalla polizia con la droga uhm…so 
lui è in carcere. 
  [31] tutti i paesi del west devono well… lavorare insieme. 
 
In [5] the student uses like as a discourse particle filler, probably this is 
a compensatory strategy to signal her hesitation about the following 
word she uses, and to gain time to think about it. It is interesting that the 
discourse marker like, used as a filler, has been employed frequently, 
more precisely 86 times, in the data both from second and fourth year 
students. I assume that on occasions this was used intentionally, as a 
delay strategy. However, I suspect that there was the occasional 
unintentional use as a consequence of their L1 interference, since this is 
a term which occurs habitually in oral speech. 
In [81] Peppa alternates the conjunction so to quickly link the two 
sentences, because the required Italian translation ‘quindi’ is not 
immediately available to her. In [31] she inserts the filler well within 
her sentence, which is very commonly used in informal English speech. 
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 Congruent lexicalisation, a sequence of words from different languages 
that share the grammatical structure of the sentence, fully or in part 
(Myers-Scotton 2002)
 42
. 
Examples: 
 
Sean:  [7] ah yeah…cos’è sale? Is it salt in italiano? // yeah, sale è 
francese. 
 
Georgia:  [95] se ci sono due domande che non capito…you can’t // 
non posso fare niente. 
 
Georgina:  [25] è più facile essere una comunità dove tutte le persone 
like work together. 
 
In [7] Sean unintentionally uses the interjection yeah twice and what 
follows is a clarification he makes about his mix/confusion of the 
meaning of the word sale, which exists in both French and Italian. That 
is, sale means ‘salt’ in Italian, whilst it means ‘dirty’ in French. 
Moreover, the strings of words cos’è sale? is it salt? share the 
grammatical structure of the sentence. 
A similar mechanism is traceable in [25], where the L2 learner uses a 
congruent lexicalisation of the English sequence work together, where 
grammatical agreement is reached. 
Whilst, in [95] the student starts to switch from Italian to English by 
inserting the word sequence you can’t, but immediately repeats what 
she mistakenly said in English, switching back to Italian. 
 
From the examples above, it might be hypothesised that in spontaneous 
production, L2 learners tend to use only those phrases and words whose meanings 
they are absolutely sure of and, as a consequence, when they are not eager to risk 
using their uncertain L2 knowledge, they resort to lexical code-mixing to maintain 
communication. Another supposition is that L2 learners might prefer applying the 
                                                          
42
 Myers-Scotton, C. (2002) Review of P. Muysken’s bilingual speech, a typology of code-mixing. 
In Language, vol. 78 (2), pp. 330-3 – Cited in Arabski 2006:179. 
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criterion of simplicity for the choice of the language code, even though the L2 
word may be available. 
Examples of insertion are more common than those of alternation, especially 
insertion of single words and morphological mixing. Moreover, insertion at the 
intra-word level, as in [97], shows an attempt at testing the grammar rules of the 
L2, by means of transfer from L1 to L2 (Arabski 2006:187). 
 
Finally, on the basis of these results, it might be argued that both code-mixing 
and code-switching are not always the consequence of poor L2 language 
competence, or an indication of inferior language skills, but rather L2 learners 
may decide to switch “on the spur of the moment due to lack of an appropriate 
word or its assumed simplicity” (Arabski 2006:187). 
 
Even though code-switching is often used by performers in my study, there is 
evidence that they still manage to keep the two (or three) language systems 
separate when they wish to do so. This confirms the belief that information 
concerning choices of language to be performed in speech is added to the pre-
verbal message (Poulisse, Bongaerts 1994:41). This is more ascribable to 
advanced, fluent L2 students who choose language at a pre-lexical level, whereas 
less fluent L2 learners “rely on an inhibitory control mechanism at the lexical 
level” (Hennecke 2013:7). 
Moreover, Poulisse and Bongaerts (1994:47) point out that L2 speakers tend to 
pay more attention to the selection of content words, because they carry more 
information than function words. In their study these authors confirmed Levelt’s 
(1974) assumption, and found that this concept may be more relevant for 
beginning L2 learners in particular, “because for them the selection, encoding, and 
articulation of words are still non-automatic processes, which require a certain 
amount of attention” (Poulisse, Bongaerts 1994:47). As learners become more 
proficient in the L2, their L2 production will become increasingly fluent, and the 
influence from the L1 will be reduced (Poulisse 1999:66). 
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Code-switching is seen as a more recurrent phenomenon. In his study, Arabsky 
(2006) concurred with Muysken’s43 definition of CS as “a rapid succession of 
several languages in a single speech event”. 
This author acknowledged Appel and Muysken’s (1987)44 identification of 
code-switching functions. I will apply those same taxonomies to analyse samples 
of CS in my data. 
 
 Referential, i.e. when speakers mix two or more languages because of 
lack of the ability in L2 language to express a particular concept to 
carry on the conversation smoothly. 
Examples: 
 
[24] 
Georgina:  sì, il fenomeno del femenecidio…I want to know more 
about femenecidio // yeah, they said it was like...è quando le 
donne – (Italian student suggests the definition for 
‘femminicidio’). 
Peppa:  not femen or feminism…più sociale, è un movimento più 
sociale. 
 
Peppa: [31] tutti i paesi del west devono well…lavorare insieme 
per…what’s to provide? // (Italian student suggests the word 
‘fornire’) Fornire uhm…uhm…like a uhm…like a rescue to 
like help everyone but we all have to do it together because 
everyone wants to come to England but we have to spread it 
out // un piano per condividere tutti immigrati fra tutti i 
paesi. 
 
Georgia:  [94] per la maturità abbiamo A a F…e dopo F, is like 
fail…uhm… e anche uhm…più estrella? What’s star? Che è 
più buono… Like wow! Perfect! 
                                                          
43
 Myers-Scotton, C. (2002) Review of P. Muysken’s bilingual speech, a typology of code-mixing. 
In Language, vol. 78 (2), pp. 330-3 – Cited in Arabski 2006:179. 
44
 Appel, R. and Muysken, P. (1987) Language Contact and Bilingualism – Cited in Arabsky 
2006:179. 
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In [24] and [31] the fourth year English students switch to their L1 
while speaking because they find it easier to express two particularly 
difficult topics using their MT, and then they switch back to Italian. 
In [94] the second year L2 learner is making an attempt at explaining 
the English high school evaluation method and she switches from one 
language to another in order to be as clear as possible. Moreover, she 
resorts to her L3 knowledge when she inserts the Spanish term 
‘estrella’, for ‘stella’ (It.), star (Eng.). 
 
 Directive, i.e. when speakers switch to a different language in order to 
voluntarily exclude someone from the conversation. 
An example, taken from my data, of this phenomenon might be when 
two fourth year students switched from Italian to English and continued 
their conversation in their L1 without considering the Italian tutors: 
 
[6] 
Dalila:  siamo andati a Beijing, Hong Kong e poi Cambogia, Laos e 
Vietnam. Abbiamo fatto volontariato in un orfanotrofio in 
Cambogia tre settimane. 
Sean:  cosa pensi di Beijing? 
Dalila:  Beijing is cool…yeah I went there long, it was nice, Hong 
Kong we went there for a week…yeah cool. 
 
 Expressive, i.e. when L2 learners want to show identity within a group 
with shared values and culture. 
In the following example of conversation between two fourth year 
English students, they talk about charity events which are very popular 
in UK and switch to English using the terms by which they are known 
in the English community: 
 
Peppa:  [61] sì c’è una charity movember per il cancro dei 
testicoli…gli uomini si fanno crescere i baffi per mostrare il 
sostegno alle persone per uhm…raise awareness. (…) 
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 E red nose day anche è molto molto popolare nelle scuole e 
i bambini piccoli tutti fanno questo uhm // and mufti day 
(...) is a charity is like a tradition, is not…non si dice in 
generale ma solo per questo evento. 
Zoe:  [62] sì…e anche jeans for genes…is quando mettere i jeans 
e pagare una sterlina per mettere i jeans per la carità. 
Peppa:  [63] è importante avere queste iniziativi perché è importante 
di uhm…like to involve tutto per…like avere un successo di 
like raising money. 
 
 Phatic, i.e. when speakers want to signal a change in the tone of 
conversation, or to emphasise a point. 
Examples: 
 
[109] 
Rosemary:   ma uhm…non c’è parola per shrimp? 
Anais:   gambas? I don’t know in Italian, non so. 
 
[18] 
Georgina:   e anche per gli esami è diverso… 
Peppa:       - (( oh my God yeah! )) 
Georgina: è terribile perché forse uhm…hai tre esame in tre 
giorni e il primo esame non succe-…non successo? 
Non succede? // perché non c’è abbastanza tempo 
per tutti studenti…si deve aspettare  -  
Peppa:                    - (( Quando ci sono troppe persone )) 
 
In the first example [109] of conversation between the two second year 
students, Rosemary switches to English in order to emphasise her 
curiosity about the  Italian translation for shrimp, and Anais, whose first 
language is French, tries to make a guess by switching to Spanish, 
through the Spanish term ‘gambas’ (Sp.) ‘gamberi’ (It.); then she 
switches back to English and, finally, to Italian. 
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In [18] Peppa spontaneously reacts to Georgina’s statement by using an 
English expression to emphasise her friend’s words. 
 
 Metalinguistic, i.e. when speakers intentionally want to impress other 
interlocutors by showing their linguistic skills, or unintentionally use 
L1 fixed phrases to express certain emotions. 
Examples of metalinguistic CS in conversations among fourth year 
English students and Italian tutors: 
 
Italian student:  sapete qual è il significato dell’espressione 
‘conoscere qualcosa o qualcuno come le proprie 
tasche’? 
 Peppa:  [55] forse di sapere qualcuno, qualcosa like the back 
of your hand…perché sempre si vede questa parte 
dunque // però forse noi usiamo più questo per una 
cosa o un posto uhm…like I know Cardiff like the 
back of my hand. 
 
[38] 
Sean:  è difficile per voi di notare gli accenti inglesi…i 
diversi accenti? 
Italian student:  è abbastanza difficile per noi, sappiamo riconoscere 
l’inglese standard, infatti quando eravamo a Dublino 
ci siamo accorte che hanno un accento diverso, 
molto forte. 
Peppa:  what about from like uhm…le persone da Leeds, 
Manchester, Liverpool? 
Italian student:  sì, abbiamo sentito dire che hanno un modo di 
parlare diverso dall’inglese standard. 
Peppa:  oh my God yeah! I can’t understand…non posso 
capire niente…that’s ridiculous. 
 
 Poetic, i.e. to create puns, jokes, and make use of humour. Humorous 
expressions in the L1 are better understood by the L2 speaker. 
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As regards my data, I noticed that several code-switches performed by students 
seemed to have an emphatic function. Many of them were pronounced with a 
questioning intonation, as if they resorted to their L1 to seek confirmation for their 
previous comments or to implicitly or explicitly ask teachers (Italian students, in 
this case) to help them in looking for the correct Italian terms or expressions. 
Examples: 
 
Dalila:  [2] noi paghiamo tremila all’anno // però l’anno dopo like…l’anno 
dopo di noi paga verso nove like…how do you say tripled? 
 
Sean:  [27] è molto più difficile di integrarsi senza sapere uhm…come 
parlare la lingua // come si dice encourage? 
 
Michela:  [44] come si dice every other year? 
 
Georgina:  [74] penso che ci sia un movimento per uscire il bando 
uhm…specialmente nelle citte di Firenze e Napoli…uhm ci sono 
grandi movimenti contro il uhm…legalisation of it? (questioning 
intonation as an implicit request for the Italian translation). 
 
As aforementioned, the mother tongue is not the only source of borrowing 
behaviour. Any other languages known to the learner might provide a successful 
resource in the spontaneous communicative use of the L2 (Corder 1983, in Gass, 
Selinker 1993:27). 
Corder (1983, in Gass, Selinker 1993:28) distinguished between unsuccessful 
and successful borrowing, to refer to erroneous or correct results of borrowing. 
Corder (1983, in Gass, Selinker 1993:27) claimed that sometimes “there is a 
positive preference for borrowing from second languages, and often the less well 
known they are to the learner the more they prove a source of borrowing. (…) The 
mother tongue is perceived to be more different than it often in fact is, and that the 
other second languages are perceived, perhaps erroneously, to be linguistically 
more close to the target language”. 
From the analysis of my data, it emerges that calques from a third language 
known by learners, either Spanish or French, were inserted into their speeches but 
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on most occasions students self-corrected immediately using the Italian term. I 
will expand this topic in the next paragraph, when dealing with self-correction. 
 
To my knowledge, there are no studies yet on code-switching which deal with 
personality and cognitive styles (Gardner-Chloros 2009:162), although I assume 
that these factors are likely to affect the quantity and quality of code-switches. 
In fact, as Benati (2013:66) noticed, especially as regards beginners, L2 
learners engaged in L2 speech might sometimes feel ashamed about their attempt 
in L2 oral communication. They may “feel worried about making mistakes, 
fearful of criticism or losing face, or simply shy of the attention that their speech 
attracts” (Benati 2013:66). As a result, when this happens, they might remain 
silent without taking part in the interaction. 
In my groups some of the L2 learners were noticeably more shy and reticent 
than their peers, especially second year students. In order to make sure that 
everyone would participate in conversation, I tried to make them feel comfortable 
and at ease, explaining them that I was sharing their same condition as a student 
and an L2 learner, and that I would not mark, criticise or judge their 
performances. 
Moreover, since L2 learners shared the same L1, they tended to use it because 
it was easier for them to express their meanings, hence I encouraged them to 
avoid speaking English with each other, in order to stimulate the learning process. 
 
 
5.2 A comprehensive taxonomy of self-repair behaviour in speech: 
analysis of self-corrections 
 
The analysis which follows investigates how L2 learners of Italian apply their 
self-repair behaviour in speech. With the help of previous taxonomies of self-
corrections (Levelt 1983; Brédart 1991; van Hest 1996; Kormos 1999; Kazemi 
2011), I will devise a psycholinguistic system of classification of self-report data 
in order to observe how L2 learners shaped their repairs. 
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In psycholinguistic studies, researchers have been concerned with the study of 
self-repair. They have studied the entire sequence of events from error detection to 
error correction, focusing on how speakers re-organise their talk (Schegloff et al. 
1977; Rieger 2003; Kazemi 2011). 
 
Early research on L1 self-repair developed different categories to classify 
various kinds of repairs in grammatical and lexical encoding, and dealt also with 
corrections concerning the information content of the message (Kormos 
1999:316). 
Levelt’s (1983) and Brédart’s (1991) taxonomies of L1 self-repairs have been 
embraced by the most recent studies on L2 self-correction behaviour. In fact, van 
Hest (1996) and Kormos (1998; 1999; 2000) adapted their own L2 repair 
classifications in line with those previous taxonomies. Furthermore, they proposed 
an expanded system of categorisation of L2 self-corrections, in order to explain 
and identify the peculiarities of L2 self-repair behaviour.  
 
In the development of my data analysis, I will draw on the latest Kormos’ 
(1999) taxonomy, which recognises three main kinds of repairs: different-
information repair, appropriacy repair and error repair. This classification 
system is the result of the combination of the aforementioned proposals by Levelt 
(1983) and Brédart (1991), together with van Hest’s (1996) contribution. 
Moreover, Kormos (1999) enriched this older taxonomy by incorporating 
further subdivisions within it and also added a fourth category of self-repair, the 
so-called rephrasing repair. Kormos (1999:319) claimed that Levelt’s and 
Brédart’s taxonomies are very reliable tools for the analysis of self-repair 
behaviour, and the fact that they “include not only the corrections of lapses in 
performance but also repairs of inappropriate information, style, and register 
indicates that discourse and psycholinguistic perspectives are inseparable in 
speech production, and that Levelt’s theory of speech production can incorporate 
both these perspectives”. Kormos (1998; 1999; 2000) adopted this taxonomy to 
investigate L2 learners’ self-repair in speech and contributed to its expansion, by 
enriching it with specific and more precise insights pertinent to L2 speech. 
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5.2.1 Different-information repair 
In the case of different-information repair, the speaker decides to encode 
different information from that which he/she is currently formulating (Kormos 
1998). This happens because, whilst speaking, he/she may realise that a different 
arrangement of the message could help it to be expressed in an easier or more 
effective way (Levelt 1983:51; Kormos 1999:321). 
Kormos (1999) claimed that this type of repair “originates from an error in the 
conceptualiser, which is the module responsible for planning the informational 
structure and content represented in the so-called preverbal plan. In this case, the 
conceptualizer either does not order the information appropriately or encodes 
inappropriate information, both of which result in an inadequate preverbal plan”. 
In the following extract I submit some examples of different-information 
repairs taken from my data. 
 
Peppa:  [73] Cristina questa relazione con Freccia è un po’ di uhm // non è 
molto seria. 
 
Zoe: [83] c’è questo governo di solo una persona che vuole // ha a cuore 
la felicità delle persone. 
 
In [73] and [83] the fourth year students reorganise their speech because they 
might have perceived their original intention as ineffective for the communicative 
purpose, but they may also use a simplification strategy because they realise that 
their first attempt could have impeded progression in the conversation and they 
could have lost the floor. 
 
Kormos (1999) suggested a subdivision within this category of different-
information repairs, which she designated as ordering error repairs, which are 
associated with word-order self-repairs. She also identified a new class at this 
level, which she labelled message replacement repair “in the case of which the 
speaker completely gives up the originally intended message” (Kormos 
1999:320). 
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Example: 
 
Sean: [1] ho potuto fare esame a aprile donc, donc…quindi // sono stato 
tre mesi. 
 
Here the fourth year student is talking about the period he spent abroad in 
Italy as an Erasmus student and whilst he tries to explain his study programme 
it is clear that he progresses with difficulty. In fact, he switches from Italian to 
French (his L3) and pauses for some seconds; finally he replaces the original 
message, closing his turn of speech with a different piece of information from 
that originally intended. 
  
5.2.2 Appropriacy repair 
This second main type of repair differs from the first one because it relates to 
the manner of expression and is employed when speakers decide to modify the 
way in which they encoded their original contextual information (Kormos 
2000:150). Levelt (1983:52) argued that “the message can be more or less 
appropriate given what was previously said (or better: remembered to have been 
said), given the social and perceptual features of the interlocution situation”. 
Speakers do not really repair an erroneous utterance or term, rather they adjust 
their oral production to the interlocution situation. In fact, whilst speaking, they 
might become aware that the way they express their ideas needs to be changed, in 
order to adhere to the situational context (Levelt 1983:53; Brédart 1991:126). As a 
consequence, they resort to appropriacy repairs when they realise that they have 
encoded inappropriate or ambiguous information which needs to be more precise, 
further specified, or pragmatically more appropriate (Kormos 1998:213; 
2000:150). 
Speakers usually reach this awareness on the basis of the comparison they 
make between their original intention and the derived one; they could, 
alternatively, analyse the message they want to convey before the output, i.e. 
monitoring at the pre-articulatory stage (Levelt 1983:52).  
There are three types of appropriateness repairs identified by Levelt (1983): 
ambiguity repairs, appropriate-level repairs, and coherence repairs. Later, 
Brédart (1991) proposed a further class for appropriateness repairs, namely, repair 
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for good language and, afterward, van Hest (1996)  brought some innovations and 
complemented Levelt’s taxonomy by adding two more distinctions: conceptual 
error repair and appropriateness syntactic and tense and aspect repairs. I will 
consider these categories in turns, providing examples. 
 
 Ambiguity repairs correct any issues of ambiguity which arise within a 
given context. The speaker realises that he/she verbalised ambiguous 
information which needs to be clarified (Kormos 1998:213; 1999:317). 
In his study, Levelt (1983) suggested that this kind of self-repair usually 
deals with demonstratives or referentially ambiguous deictic 
expressions. 
Example: 
 
Eddie:  [87] qui fa più piove che uhm…abito // abitavo. 
 
Here the second year student repairs the ambiguous information 
given by his comparison between the weather where he used to live and 
the weather where he lives now (Cardiff). He wants to highlight that 
Cardiff is a town where it rains more than where he used to live. His 
insufficient L2 competence leads him to rely on his L1 and he makes a 
direct translation from the English structure to Italian (fa più piove = it 
rains more). However, he is aware that, even if he cannot solve all the 
ambiguity within his speech, he can clarify his deictic expression at the 
verbal level and, to achieve this, he passes from using the present tense 
of the verb ‘to live’ (abito) to the past (abitavo). 
 
 Appropriate-level repairs aim at specifying the informational content of 
the original message in a more precise way; in fact, when the speaker 
makes this kind of repair, he/she shifts the level of terms, going from a 
less to a more precise and specific term (Levelt 1983:52; Brédart 
1991:127; Kormos 1999:317). 
Example:  
 
Peppa [28]:  è un partito ma molto…diritto uhm…di destra. 
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In this sentence the meaning that Peppa wants to convey through the 
expression molto diritto might regard the fact that the political party she 
is talking about is a conservative one. To clarify the content of her 
message, she gives some additional information, di destra, by 
specifying the kind of party she is referring to. 
 
 Coherence repairs are used to replace the terms or expressions that are 
not coherent with previously used terminology within the speech. 
(Levelt 1983:53; Kormos 1998:213; 1999:317). The speaker may test 
his/her speech coherence and realise that he/she has used pragmatically 
inappropriate language. 
Example: 
 
Michela:  [43] quando i bambini sono piccoli uhm…invece // no, no 
invece uhm…normalmente mangiano prima dei suoi 
genitori. 
 
Here the fourth year student becomes aware of the incongruous use 
of the conjunction invece immediately upon pronunciation of it; she 
also highlights this improper use by negating and repeating what she 
has just said. Then, she rearranges her speech using the adverb 
normalmente, which is more appropriate to the content of the utterance. 
 
Brédart (1991) recognised a new category within appropriacy repairs: 
 Repairs for good language: the speaker decides to replace an utterance 
or part of it even if it was correct; this substitute is made because the 
original was either not in accordance with the canonical rules of ‘good 
language’ or because it was inappropriate to the social situation 
(Brédart 1991:127; Kormos 1999:317). 
 
Brédart’s (1991) new group of repair for good language was further 
specified and subdivided by Kormos (1999): 
 Pragmatic appropriacy repairs, which concern the 
modification of meaning in context; 
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 Repairs for good language, which concern the manner or 
the eloquence of expression (Kormos 1999:320). 
 
Van Hest (1996) further developed the research on self-repairs, looking at 
L2 speakers’ behaviour and in her recent study she proposed two more 
classes for appropriacy-repairs: 
 
 Conceptual error repairs are corrections made when the speaker has 
preferred a wrong concept and decides to revise it. The problem with 
this innovative type of self-correction might be the difficulty of 
distinguishing between lexical error repairs and conceptual error repairs 
(Kormos 1999:320). 
Example: 
 
[19] 
Georgina:  forse uhm…hai tre esame in tre giorni e il primo esame non 
succe-…non successo? Non succede? // perché non c’è 
abbastanza tempo per tutti studenti…si deve aspettare. 
 
In this example Georgina makes an improper use of the verb 
‘succedere’, maybe because she knows that this verb conveys the 
concept of ‘to happen’, she translates it from English and uses it 
erroneously in Italian. In the meantime, she realises that even if she 
self-repairs the tense of the verb, her utterance remains ambiguous, 
hence she decides to explain her idea further to make sure that the 
listener is able to understand the concept she is trying to express. 
 
 Appropriateness syntactic tense aspect repairs. As the label itself 
suggests, through this type of repair speakers adjust the use they make 
of verbs when talking, but in this case, once again, “it seems to be 
difficult to decide whether the speaker repaired erroneous or 
inappropriate syntax or tense or has resorted to restructuring due to 
limited L2 competence” (Kormos 1999:320). My data shows examples 
of probable syntactic tense aspect appropriateness repairs. They indicate 
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the difficulty in ascertaining precisely whether repair or restructuring 
has occurred. A further example of this difficulty is addressed in 5.2.4. 
Examples: 
 
Michela:  [76] però adesso questo ha // è cambiato molto…perché le 
donne hanno più libertà. 
 
Peppa:  [73] Freccia e Cristina erano // sono insieme per un periodo. 
 
Eddie:  [84] (nel film) capisco // ho capito molto ma non ho capito 
tutto. 
 
In [76] the fourth year student changes the auxiliary verb, replacing 
‘essere’ with ‘avere’. The difficulty here is to state whether this is a 
repair of appropriateness in verbal syntax or of restructuring because of 
inadequate L2 knowledge (see 5.2.4). 
In [73] Peppa adjusts the tense of the verb ‘to be’ from past to 
present, but the sentence construction remains ambiguous. She probably 
meant to say ‘sono stati insieme’, but even though she detects that the 
use of the verbal tense is wrong, she omits the past participle when self-
repairing. 
In [84] the second year student passes from the present tense to the 
past, adjusting the temporal expression in his speech, to reflect the 
descriptive content of a past event. 
 
5.2.3 Error repair 
This category of repairs in Levelt’s (1983) taxonomy involves errors which 
happen at the formulation stage. In fact, the first two categories of different-
information repair and appropriacy repair require a return from the lexical level to 
the higher conceptual and semantic levels, as we have just noticed. In the case of 
error repair, instead, the preverbal plan is appropriate and the speaker is sure about 
the idea to be expressed, but in the course of formulation trouble may still arise 
(Levelt 1983:53; Kormos 1999:317). Such errors can occur at every phase of 
speech processing: the speaker might select an erroneous word or an inappropriate 
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syntactic structure, or a wrong morpheme or phoneme. Repairs of errors at these 
different levels were labelled by Levelt as lexical, syntactic and phonological 
error repairs, respectively (Kormos 1998:213; 1999:317). 
 
 Lexical repairs represent the correction of the articulation of a wrong 
lexical entry (Levelt 1983:53; Kormos 1999:318). This kind of self-
repair occurred very frequently also in my data. 
Examples: 
 
Peppa:  [26] si deve frequentare una classa…una classe. 
 
Georgina:  [74] due persone delli stessi…stesso genere. 
[30] mi da fastidia quando i maleducati in Inghilterra dicono 
che questi personi…queste persone prendono a nostri lavori. 
   
 Syntactic repairs involve the correction of an erroneous syntactic 
construction. An example of such repairs could be word change 
reflecting agreement in gender and number (Brédart 1991:129). In her 
recent study, and evidenced by her results, Kazemi (2011:101) 
suggested that the more complex the syntactic structures in which the 
error is made, the more likely are L2 learners to make syntactic repairs. 
Examples: 
 
Peppa:  [71] Cristina è la donna che Freccia hai visto uhm…ha visto 
nel bagno. 
 
Rosemary:  [93] tu può…potresti dire che lui aveva un debole per lei. 
 
Anais:  [105] di solito sono numerosi uhm…siamo numerosi. 
 
 Phonological repairs concern replacing an erroneous phoneme with 
another, adding or deleting phonemes, changing the order of phonemes 
within a word, or changing the stress placement in words (Kazemi 
2011:97). 
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Example: 
 
Eddie:  [115] la mia vacanza preferita è uhm…a una citta 
[ʧ:itta]…città [ʧit:ta]. 
 
Later, Kormos (1999) argued that problems could arise when applying Levelt’s 
(1983) and Brédart’s (1991) taxonomies: “on the one hand, the definition of the 
subtypes of error repairs are not precise enough, and therefore, it might be 
difficult to distinguish certain instances of error repairs, especially lexical and 
syntactic error repairs. In addition, Levelt (1983) does not explain in which 
category repairs of morphology would belong” (Kormos 1999:319). Therefore, 
Kormos (1999) suggested that these taxonomies needed to be reviewed in order to 
be applied also to the analysis of L2 self-repairs. She made an attempt to 
distinguish grammatical from lexical repairs. To do this, she suggested that it is 
necessary to identify the moment in which “the lexical entry corresponding to the 
concept specified by the preverbal plan is retrieved” (Kormos 1999:321): if it is 
accessed through the syntactic structure it should be classified as grammatical 
repair, whilst if it has a lexical access it is a lexical repair (Kormos 1999:321-
322). 
 
 Grammatical (morphological) repairs are adjustments of lapses in 
terms selected from a syntactic point of view, for instance erroneous 
selection of singular/plural forms, of gender or prepositions. 
Examples: 
 
Eddie:  [107] una casa in uhm…nel bosco. 
 
Peppa:  [61] c’è il, lo, uno stigmo, stigma. 
 
  [15] avete amici in Londra, a Londra? 
 
Georgina:  [78] questo amore è più diverso di uhm…degli altri // 
uhm…hanno un amore speciale. 
 
 
 
89 
 
 
Levelt (1983) pointed out another particular kind of error repair, in which it is 
almost impossible to state what elements are being monitored by the speaker. This 
is the class of covert repairs, which is implied by speakers’ indirect 
manifestations such as repetitions of word or phrase, blocking, prolongation of 
sounds, or silent pauses, or hesitation (Levelt 1983:55; Kormos 2000:319). 
 
5.2.4 Rephrasing repair 
Kormos improved Levelt’s and Brédart’s taxonomies by the addition of a 
fourth category of self-repairs. This, referred to as rephrasing repair, involves the 
revision of the form of the speaker’s original message without changing its 
content, i.e. this kind of repair differs from error repair because the adjustment 
modifies the preverbal plan but does not affect the content of the message 
(Kormos 1999:322; 2000:151).  
Rephrasing repairs are similar to communication strategies, in that “the speaker 
repeats a slightly modified version of a word or phrase because of uncertainty 
about its correctness, by either adding something or paraphrasing, or both” 
(Kormos 2000:151). Consequently, rephrasing repairs are signs of a lack of L2 
competence whilst error repairs signal lapses of performance (Kormos 2000:151). 
Kormos (2000) observed in her data that the two most frequent strategies 
applied in the case of rephrasing repairs were approximation and restructuring: 
“approximation involves changing one chunk of the preverbal message, usually 
by deleting one or more conceptual specifications, and restructuring a shift in the 
focus or topic of the utterance in the micro-planning phase” (Kormos 2000:157). 
Examples: 
 
Georgina:  [25] dipende con se gli immigrati sono uhm…hanno una tendenza 
per integrarsi. 
 
Peppa:  [75] pensi che questo questo movimento ora influenza 
uhm…quest’anno avrà effetti? 
 
In [25] the fourth year student realises she has chosen the wrong auxiliary verb 
and replaces it with the correct one. Originally she was probably going to say 
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‘sono tendenti a’ as a result of the literal translation from her L1 ‘are liable to’, 
but then she might not know the Italian phrasal verb ‘tendenti a’ and chose to 
change the construction. In fact, through an approximation strategy, she avoids the 
auxiliary essere and selects a noun phrase (hanno una tendenza) instead. 
[75] is an example of restructuring, for which Peppa decides to restructure her 
speech due to her insufficient L2 knowledge in this case. Originally, she 
presumably wanted to ask if the social movement, the topic of the conversation, is 
going to influence future events. But, because of her uncertainty, the student 
decides to replace the term influenza, which we do not know if used as a verb or a 
noun, with the verb avrà plus the object effetti, similar to Georgina, in [25]. 
 
5.3 Code-switching and self-correction 
Hennecke (2013) developed her study on L2 self-repair mechanisms in 
communication by focusing on what happens in code-switching environments. 
She differentiated between replacement and recycling, recalling somewhat 
Levelt’s appropriateness repairs. Hannecke (2013:5;14) defined recycling as the 
repetition of a lexical item in the same language, whereas replacement is the 
repetition of a word in one language by a possible translation equivalent of the 
other language, thus it is a mechanism which implies code-switching during the 
repair. 
My data evidenced that L2 learners performed a high number of replacement 
self-repairs, as a code-switching strategy. In these replacements, lexical items in 
Italian, perceived as erroneous or inappropriate by the L2 speaker, were 
substituted by an equivalent item in English, or Spanish, or French. 
Code-switching may start: 
 before the actual self-repair situation, where planning difficulties in the 
sequencing of the speaker’s sentence are evident, or where a term 
coming from another language is at the speaker’s disposal to be put into 
use and thus more available than the Italian one. 
Examples: 
 
Sean:  [27] sì sono d’accordo avec uhm…con Peppa. 
 
Michela:  [45] discoteca a Londra costa mucho uhm…molto. 
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  [46] il primero uhm…il primo semestre. 
 
Georgia:  [95] se ci sono due domande che non capito…you can’t // 
non posso fare niente. 
  
Eddie:  [102] ho regali da Santa Clause uhm…Babbo Natale? 
 
 during the-self repair process, which includes reformulation of an idea 
(reminiscent of Levelt’s appropriateness-repair, see 5.2.2), or the need 
the speaker feels to add some relevant information (reminiscent of 
Levelt’s different-information repair, see 5.2.1). Performing a code-
switch during the making of a self-repair, gives the speaker the 
opportunity to have more time at his/her disposal to structure the 
following speech in a better way. 
Examples: 
 
Peppa:  [33] il suo proprio paese non si aspetta che…you could 
feel…che si potrebbe sentire isolata. 
 
Peppa:  [71] yeah la donna // the red hair is the bad one…la donna 
rossa è il male…o Cristina è la donna male? 
 
Eddie:  [85] penso che loro…they won’t come // non vengono. 
 
Georgia:  [98] se non fai buono uhm…non puoi provare…ma nel 
passato abbiamo la… // I have to retake uhm…devo 
ripassare tutto l’anno. 
 
 After the actual repair, in which the speaker displays planning 
difficulties and thus decides to switch to English, as in the following 
examples: 
 
Peppa:  [36] Galles è un paese piccolo uhm… dunque (i gallesi) 
devono essere più prote- proteggente…like protective. 
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Georgina:  [74] c’era una legge dove il matrimonio di due persone delli 
stessi…stesso genere era uhm…how do you say recognise? 
// ma al momento c’è un movimento dal gruppo politico 
uhm…ha fermato…to stop it? Uhm…fermalo…yeah // So it 
was legal for them to get married abroad and then come 
back and be like on the register, but now they tried also to 
stop that as well. 
 
In [74] the speaker switches from Italian to English, stops for few 
seconds and then switches back to Italian, but she cannot find a correct 
way to convey the idea she wants to express. As a consequence, after an 
unfilled pause, she continues and concludes her speech in English. 
 
 
5.4 Self-repair: an orderly, well-organised phenomenon and a 
speaker’s choice. Considering the results. 
 
In my study, participants were non-balanced learners of Italian, since some had 
been studying the language for two years, whilst others were in their fourth year 
and lived in Italy for dome time, and two of them had Italian origins. Therefore, 
on several occasions, they were unable to start re-planning a new message before 
interrupting an erroneous or inappropriate utterance.  
Furthermore, these L2 speakers, with various speaking styles, allocated 
attention to monitoring in different ways. As previously cited in 4.2.1, L2 learners 
who were focused on fluency (monitor under-users), despite noticing certain 
errors in their speech, consciously decided not to make repairs more frequently 
than did those peers who were committed to accuracy (monitor over-users). In 
fact, as Kormos (1999:219) argued, it might be assumed that “speakers’ 
predisposition concerning how important they consider monitoring and error-
correction is a trait that does not change with the development of proficiency”. 
However, I noticed that adjustments and revisions made by the participants in 
my study were predominantly aimed at greater communicative effectiveness and 
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not merely to attention on form. This is unsurprising considering that their 
attentional capacity was strictly limited when compared to that of an L1 speaker. 
Their speech awareness and communicative goals were mostly focused on their 
success or failure in conveying the meaning of their message: this is the reason 
why they were very concerned with the appropriateness of their lexical choices 
and of the kind of information conveyed by their speech (Krashen 1982:111). 
Linguistic errors were more often detected earlier than different-information 
repairs, appropriacy repairs or rephrasing repairs. Linguistic errors are, of course, 
made in the actual speech act, thus participants were immediately able to 
recognise them. Moreover, slight modifications in the linguistic form require less 
processing effort than changes in overall informational content of the message. As 
a consequence, discourse-level aspects of the utterance constitute the last step in 
monitoring the output, as they require significantly greater processing effort 
(Kormos 2000:157). 
 
Learners with a high proficiency level produced fewer error repairs and more 
appropriacy repairs than their less proficient peers; this was substantiated in my 
study by the relative data for the fourth year student Peppa and the less competent 
Eddie. 
In the case of uncertainty about the accuracy of the output, the L2 learners 
participating in my study were more inclined to leave the erroneous speech 
incorrect and move on, or, in the case of a self-correction choice, they tended to 
perform rephrasing repairs through the use of psycholinguistically simple 
strategies, as these require little processing effort. In other cases, learners opted to 
code-switch. 
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In the charts below, I will present a quantitative summary and a contrastive 
analysis of self-repairs in my data performed by second and fourth year students 
(without considering code-switches). I will compare the total number of self-
corrections, by each student, with respect to the total hours attended by that 
student. 
 
 
 Self-repairs Lessons attended 
Chelsea 0 1 
Dalila 0 1 
Georgina 10 4 
Megan 0 1 
Michela 3 2 
Peppa 13 4 
Sean 4 2 
Tom 0 1 
Zoe 2 3 
Total 32 19 
1.1 Report of fourth year students data 
 
 
 
 Self-repairs Lessons attended 
Anais 2 4 
Eddie 8 4 
Georgia 1 1 
Rachel 0 1 
Rosemary 1 3 
Total 12 13 
1.2 Report of second year students data 
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Total of self-
repairs 
 
Total of lessons 
attended 
 
Ratio 
Self-repairs/Lessons 
 
4
th
 year students 
 
32 
 
19 
 
1,68 
 
2
nd
 year students 
 
12 
 
13 
 
0,92 
 
 
1.3 Average of self-repairs made by each student in one lesson 
 
 
The data at my disposal were fairly limited and, as anticipated, highlighted 
differences between individuals. Therefore, the results which arose from the 
survey cannot be considered exhaustive and cannot be generalised. However, they 
serve as a persuasive representation of the contrasting performances between the 
two ability groups. The final ratio column (table 1,3) shows that, on average, 
fourth year students make almost twice as many self-repairs as second year 
students. This is wholly in accordance with previous assumptions. In fact, fourth 
year students, due to their greater awareness, were more able to recognise their 
errors in conversation and, thus, were more able to interrupt with the aim of 
performing self-repairs without compromising their speech. Second year students, 
on the contrary, did not perform as many self-repairs as their fourth year peers, 
due to their lower proficiency in the L2, but also because they participated less 
actively in conversations than fourth year students. 
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Chapter 6 
 
Conclusions 
 
The primary aim of this work was to develop a better understanding of the 
learning processes involved in second language acquisition and, also, to gain an 
insight into the difficulties which impede progression of that learning. 
The study focused on the detection and analysis of second language learners’ 
errors, the causative factors of these mistakes and the repair strategies and 
mechanisms employed to mitigate them. It also looked at measures used to 
compensate for inabilities or inaccuracies in the second language. Particular 
attention was given to interpreting the mechanisms involved in self-repair 
behaviour in oral practice. 
The data in my research, which were gathered from facultative Italian extra-
conversation lessons, were then interpreted according to the most recent 
theoretical findings.  
 
My study shows that opinions on the significance of error in SLA have 
gradually, but not wholly, changed since the early investigations conducted in the 
1950s. The early behaviourists held the view that errors are principally the result 
of the influence of the first language on the L2 and, accordingly, that the L1 has a 
totally negative repercussion on SLA. They felt that errors should be eradicated 
and avoided. This approach evolved into the contrastive analysis theories of the 
1960s, which claimed that errors in L2 production could not only be detected, but 
also be predicted, by comparing and contrasting the first and second language; 
hence the L1 was given some positive influence to the learning process and some 
value was attached to exploring the errors. Finally, with error analysis, the 
negative vision of L2 learners’ errors was converted into a positive one: errors 
were conceived as a part embedded in the process of acquisition of a foreign and 
new language and were no longer considered as something harmful, but rather as 
a valuable tool towards understanding the learning process. 
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In accordance with this current thinking, it is this ‘valuable tool’ which 
provides the data for my study and the principles of error analysis which have 
been used to analyse that data. 
This study has endeavoured to analyse errors on the basis of Corder’s (1967; 
1971; 1973) and Richards’ (1974) theories, initially by making a comparison 
between the L2 learner’s interlanguage and the L2 itself and then by exploring in 
more detail the errors themselves. The importance of the concept of interlanguage, 
based upon Selinker’s (1972) proposals, has been demonstrated within my study. 
This study has also given a deeper insight into the specific nature of errors. The 
distinction between errors and mistakes made by L2 speakers is patently 
portrayed by examples in my data. Where possible, a full description, explanation 
and evaluation of these errors has been offered. 
 
More recent perspectives on second language learning, which view this process 
from a psycholinguistic point of view, have been incorporated into the study. An 
example of this is Krashen’s (1982) monitor model, which showed that learning is 
not an automatic process, but rather a complex and rule-governed one. The study 
has also embraced, and found convergence with, additional concepts of language 
learning, such as that of error fossilisation. 
 
This work presents a taxonomy of the structure of errors in accordance with 
Dulay, Burt, Krashen (1982) and James’s (1998) proposals. This classification 
identifies specific ways in which interlanguage and L2 differ. 
 
Furthermore, it also presents an analysis of self-repair behaviour in L2 speech 
by integrating results from previous studies. Consideration has been given to the 
mechanisms of self-repair and the developments of the main psycholinguistic 
theories of monitoring have been discussed. We have seen that the original editor 
theory, according to which the editor is an external instrument capable of 
checking the learner’s output, has evolved into the spreading activation theory of 
monitoring. This supposed that mental connections of units are activated in the 
speech plan. Finally, we illustrated Levelt’s (1983) perceptual loop theory of 
monitoring, which assumed that the speaker can check his/her own output at the 
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pre-articulatory level and is able to realise his/her erroneous output and to self-
correct it. 
Results of this study correspond with the psycholinguistic research carried out 
by Kormos (1998; 1999; 2000) and van Hest (1996) into self-repair behaviour. 
My analysis confirmed that the L2 learners’ main goal when speaking was to 
accomplish successful communication, rather than to achieve grammatical 
accuracy. In accordance with previous studies, my data also established that there 
are marked differences between the self-repair behaviour of advanced learners and 
that of beginners.  This paper advances a review of the corrective feedback which 
encourages L2 learners to self-correct, taking into account that these techniques of 
correction must be adapted to the learner’s individual need, their level of language 
proficiency, their social situation and the task difficulty. 
 
Finally, I considered the compensatory strategies to which participants in my 
study resorted in order to repair their erroneous utterances or in cases of lack of 
L2 knowledge. These strategies include code-switching and hesitation. An in 
depth analysis of the self-repairs in my corpus was conducted by adopting 
Levelt’s (1983), Brédart’s (1991), Kormos’ (1998; 1999; 2000) and van Hest’s 
(1996) comprehensive taxonomies of self-repair. The results showed that 
participants often resorted to their first or third language when a term or 
grammatical structure in the L2 was not at their disposal. Moreover, they 
sometimes consciously decided to leave their sentence incorrect in order to 
maintain the speech flow. 
 
Whilst conducting this study, I gradually realised that my own status as an L2 
learner of English gave me the opportunity to further reflect on the complex 
cognitive mechanisms involved in second language learning. By observing and 
analysing the learning and compensatory strategies performed by my students, I 
was better able to appreciate the significance of errors and the corrective methods 
employed. I made the same type of mistakes and sought exactly the same 
outcomes as my students. 
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6.1 A discussion of results 
 
It is important, when analysing second language acquisition, to remember that 
the L2 speakers’ system of knowledge is typically incomplete and “L2 speakers’ 
production mechanisms are not fully automatic, resulting in the use of certain 
repair mechanisms (e.g., message replacement repair and rephrasing repair) that 
are not – or only very rarely – observable in L1 speech” (Kormos 1999:334). This 
lack of automaticity was evident in my results, as were the corresponding repairs 
which are atypical of an L1 speaker. 
 
Results showed that participants in my study, when engaged in oral production, 
made errors mainly because of their L1 and/or L3 interference, but also because of 
insufficient L2 knowledge. They were inclined to employ the simplest structures 
and predominantly used words they were sure of, rather than seeking more 
complex choices. 
 
As was to be expected, my fourth year students showed higher L2 proficiency 
in interaction than those in their second year. However, this appeared to be not 
only because they had studied Italian for a longer time, but the deeper L2 
awareness and knowledge which characterised forth year students seemed to have 
developed during the period they spent in Italy. Those who had had experience of 
everyday life in Italian contexts displayed far greater confidence and greater 
willingness to pursue complex conversation. This was in line with the views of 
Gass and Selinker, who suggested that it is not only with time, but also with 
experience in specific linguistic situations that learners begin to use language 
more automatically (Gass, Selinker 2001:212). The fourth years’ willingness to 
explore new avenues of conversation coincided with the view that those who have 
“a high degree of metacognitive awareness seem better able to control and 
manage their learning in terms of understanding and storing new information as 
well as finding the best ways to practice and reinforce what they have learned” 
(Johnson 2001:155). 
However, my fourth year students’ interlanguage never reached the same level 
as native speakers of Italian and they continued to make mistakes when talking. 
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This agreed with Krashen’s findings that advanced L2 learners, especially those 
who have been in the country where the L2 is spoken, “may have acquired a great 
deal, but not all, of the second language, enough to meet communicative needs, 
but still short of the native speaker standard” (Krashen 1982:112). 
 
My data showed clear evidence of enhanced error awareness amongst the 
fourth year students and greater consciousness of their self-repair behaviour than 
that shown by the relative beginners. “Monitoring is of paramount importance in 
the process of L2 acquisition for it assists learners notice the gaps in their 
interlanguage systems” (Javad Ahmadian et al. 2012:326): through careful 
monitoring of one’s own speech, one can avoid erroneous forms, practise explicit 
linguistic forms and select successful utterances which could be used as a basis 
for future usage (Gass, Selinker 2001:211; Javad Ahmadian et al. 2012:326). 
There was no doubt that this heightened recognition of errors, exhibited by my 
fourth year students, was productive in advancing their learning. This, of course, 
reflects the entire ethos of Corder’s error analysis. 
The analysis showed many examples of self-repair behaviour. This consisted 
primarily of longer pauses, hesitation phenomena and sometimes code-switches to 
the L1. It was clear that the students were making decisions about what to say and 
which grammatical structures to use at the level of planning. Therefore, pre-
planning and monitoring in speech are fundamental in determining what will be 
performed and how (Gass, Selinker 2001:211); and the making of errors together 
with self-repairs can promote the development of L2 skills. 
 
My data revealed other aspects that are influential in the acquisition of a 
second language. As mentioned previously, the setting in which my lessons took 
place was informal and students were aware that their oral practice would not be 
evaluated but, despite this relaxed attitude, there was a pronounced difference in 
the oral L2 output of each student. Their speech production was, without doubt, 
influenced by their individual personalities and traits. “In language performance, 
one must bring together a number of skills, from perceptual, cognitive and social 
domain” (Gass, Selinker 2001:154). The skill set that Gass and Selinker refer to is 
the crucially important subjective nature of language acquisition, which is 
influenced not only by personality, but by cognitive ability, psychological, social 
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and physiological factors such as attention span. These are the psycholinguistic 
and sociolinguistic influences which Richards and Sampson alluded to (in 
Richards 1974:11); “these psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic influences cannot 
be ignored”. 
My data showed that some students did not interact in the language sessions. 
This was, apparently, due to anxiety and the fear of not doing well.  “Anxiety 
occupies an intermediate stage between motivation and personality” (Gass, 
Selinker 2001:357), and considering that concentration on meaningful use of 
language is important for learning, anxiety would represent a negative factor 
(Gass, Selinker 2001:358). 
On the contrary, participants like Eddie, Georgina and Peppa showed a great 
willingness to contribute and talked passionately and with interest on all manner 
of subjects. Eddie, in particular, was quite shy and not very proficient in the  
language, but he was “risk-taking” (Gass, Selinker 2001:361): he often decided to 
make decisions in language use even if he was uncertain about the outcome, 
risking the possibility of a failure. He was able to understand most of the Italian 
students’ speeches and tried to interact at his best despite making mistakes. 
These wide differences in performance, at all levels of proficiency, illustrate 
just how significant a role subjective features play in second language acquisition. 
 
Most studies on L2 acquisition address the issues from an objective viewpoint. 
“There appear to be no studies yet of code-switching which deal with personality 
and cognitive style although I assume that these factors are likely to affect the 
quantity and quality of code-switches” (Gardner-Chloros 2009:162). 
Clearly there is more research needed into this vital area of language learning. 
 
My research showed very few instances of error fossilisation. As previously 
stated, my groups consisted of enthusiastic volunteers with a willingness to learn; 
presumably, none had studied language long enough to become ‘fossilised’. But, 
according to Corder (1973:269), these students will ultimately reach the 
fossilisation stage. Exactly when this will occur is unknown and dependent largely 
upon the aforementioned subjective criteria. 
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At this point, I would like to propose some new terminology: because of the 
imprecise nature of these subjective criteria, I should like to refer to them as the 
unquantifiable subjective determinants of SLA and error correction. 
There is an infinite number of variables to these unquantifiable subjective 
determinants. 
Furthermore, I would like to cast doubts upon one aspect of earlier study. Ellis 
contended that “fossilisation is a unique feature of interlanguage system” (Ellis 
1990:52); however, my own experience of living in a foreign country shows 
convincing evidence that this phenomenon is not isolated to interlanguage. My 
observations indicate that fossilisation of errors, or stabilisation of erroneous 
linguistic forms, as defined by Johnson (2001:97) also occurs in L1. 
Consider that very few native speakers of any language will use perfect 
grammar and communicate without error. I assume that this occurs because they 
too will have reached a state of fossilisation in their L1. The level at which this 
occurs may depend, amongst many other things, on their mental acuity (their 
capability to see their language errors), their mental ability and agility (their 
proficiency at correcting those errors within a reasonable time period) or it may 
occur purely as a result of the speaker’s perception of the purpose of language. 
They may regard language as a simple tool for communication or they may see 
it as a passion in which they must strive for perfection. I suspect that in most cases 
the former is true and, in those cases, fossilisation will inevitably occur at an 
earlier stage. L1 speakers may also, consciously or subconsciously, stop error 
correcting in order to conform to the vernacular of their peers. I have witnessed 
this phenomenon amongst my students and friends in Cardiff, who do not wish to 
be perceived as different or conceited. 
In exactly the same way, these conditions exist in SLA but with the addition of 
further elements. For example, a student learning an L2 solely for the purposes of 
his career (a pilot, for instance) may be content with communicating just on a 
basic technical level, consequently he will have a diminished motivation to self-
correct errors. 
Therefore, as stated, there is an infinitely wide-ranging field of variables to 
these unquantifiable subjective determinants and these influences will, no doubt, 
ensure that some elements of SLA and error correction will remain unaccountable. 
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6.2 Proposals for further research 
 
I acknowledge some limitations of the analysis proposed in this work. Future 
studies may take these limitations into account. It may be of value to look at the 
ways in which participants’ linguistic errors occur in written production and 
compare them to those they made in oral interaction. 
There may also be some merit in addressing those aspects which L2 learners 
decide to monitor more carefully when aware of being evaluated, i.e. when 
speaking in the teacher’s presence. Behavioural comparisons and contrasts may 
then be made with data, such as mine, where the students are in a relaxed and 
informal environment. Does the L2 learner monitor the same linguistic elements? 
Does he/she focus more on form than on content when aware of being evaluated? 
These hypotheses could be further developed and tested in future studies with 
longer data-set and from different perspectives. 
It may also be of benefit to complement this study with self-reports, where 
students, after production, are asked to rethink about their mistakes and self-
repairs and assess which strategies they relied upon to communicate. Through this 
method, the researcher considers not only the surface representation of mistakes 
and repairs, but also the speakers’ original communicative intention (Kormos 
1999:336). 
My study has also disclosed potential deficiencies in the understanding of the 
breadth of fossilisation, further investigation into this aspect may be 
advantageous. 
By definition, research into my unquantifiable subjective determinants will 
probably not reveal meaningful results, but there is certainly scope for research 
into some areas of the influence of subjectivity upon second language acquisition. 
 
 
6.3 Final conclusion 
 
The changing and unstable attitudes towards the significance of error in SLA 
are an indication of the dynamic nature of this fascinating subject. There is 
certainly scope for further and fresh investigative research. 
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The evidence and conclusions reached by my own studies into SLA errors and 
their corrections concur with the findings of other such investigations. There are, 
undoubtedly, recurrent areas where problems exist. Identifying these areas and 
achieving a deeper understanding of their root causes can be of significant value 
in the teaching/learning environment and may go some way to eradicating and 
alleviating the problems. However, as I have stated (in 3.3.2) the complexity of 
the subject matter means that it is not always possible to reach definitive 
conclusions about the nature of all errors. 
Furthermore, the subjective characteristics of the learning process mean, as 
previously argued, that some elements of second language acquisition and error 
correction will probably always remain unaccountable. 
 
Accordingly, as linguists who are trying to determine the mysteries of SLA and 
achieve perfection, perhaps we need to adopt a more philosophical view of our 
aims: in the words of the English social philosopher, Thomas More, “(...) What 
you can’t put right, you must try to make as little wrong as possible” (More, 
2003:42). More did not intend this as a reference to linguistic aspirations, but it is 
certainly pertinent to our context. 
To achieve this end we must strive, through continued research, to improve and 
enhance our understanding of the complexities of second language acquisition. 
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Appendix A. Transcription conventions: 
 
(…) omission of irrelevant parts in the speech 
…     pause 
//     longer pause 
.     sentence final falling intonation 
-       interruption 
(( ))    overlapping talk 
“ ”    speaker is quoting another person 
?     rising intonation 
!     animated tone 
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Appendix B 
Data transcription of examples included in the analysis 
 
Extracts taken from the first lesson with fourth year students. 
Participants: Dalila, Sean, Tom 
Extract A 
Sean: Sono stato a Parma. Sì, era molto bella come città, vicino a Milano, 
Bologna. Firenze era un po’ più lontano uhm…però sì, era bella. 
Italian student: E per quanto tempo ci sei stato? 
Sean [1]: Tre mesi. Perché ho potuto fare esame a aprile donc, donc…quindi // 
sono stato tre mesi. (…) L’Italia non era molto organizzata secondo me // è facile 
di conoscere gente, è un posto molto molto bello a vivere uhm… però se volevo 
lavorare e studiare era un po’ difficile. 
Italian student: C’è da dire che noi paghiamo molto meno rispetto a voi, le tasse 
universitarie sono più basse in Italia. 
Dalila [2]: Noi paghiamo tremila all’anno // però  l’anno dopo like… l’anno dopo 
di noi paga verso nove like… how do you say tripled? Like è diventato il triplo 
l’anno dopo che noi siamo venuti all’università. (…) 
Italian student: Perché avete scelto di studiare l’italiano? 
Sean [3]: Uhm…ho scelto a studiare francese all’università e quando arrivato loro 
dicono “tu puoi sceliere un’altra lingua” quindi ho pensato, bene, scelgo italiano e 
così posso vivere in Italia durante l’anno all’estero. Io voglio viaggiare verso 
mondo. È uno dei ragioni che ho scelto lingue. 
 
Extract B 
Italian student: Quali sono i vostri piano per il futuro? 
Tom [4]: Io voglio fare un master…giornalismo di radio // ma costa verso 
diecimila sterline all’anno // qua a Cardiff o Londra, ma qua costa meno. 
Dalila [5]: Io sono venuta direttamente dalla scuola all’università allora vorrei fare 
un anno like sabbatico…e fare una stagione sciistica sei mesi e poi viaggiare un 
po’ sei mesi e poi dopo fare o traduzione o publishing. (…) 
Italian student: Qual è il viaggio più bello che avete fatto? 
Dalila [6]: Uhm Sud est asiatico due mesi…è stato bellissimo. Siamo andati a 
Beijing, Hong Kong e poi Cambogia, Laos e Vietnam. Abbiamo fatto volontariato 
in un orfanotrofio in Cambogia tre settimane. 
Sean: Cosa pensi di Beijing? 
Dalila: Beijing is cool…yeah I went there long, it was nice, Hong Kong we went 
there for a week…yeah cool. Did you like it? 
Italian student: In Italian! 
Sean [7]: Beijing? Uhm sì era un po’…come si dice dirty, sale? 
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Italian student: No, sporca. 
Sean: Ah yeah… cos’è sale? Is it salt in italiano? // Yeah, sale è francese. (…) 
Italian student: E per quanto riguarda la cultura e le abitudini? 
Dalila: Completamente diverse. Uhm come cultura loro sono molto più uhm felici 
con meno cose. Uhm sono molto più spirituali…molto buddismo…yeah it’s cool. 
(…) 
Italian student: E tu quanto ci sei stato a Pechino? 
Sean [8]: Uhm tre, quattro giorni. Sì ma non di Cina…ho volato di Hong Kong. 
Italian student: Sì, hai fatto scalo. 
Sean: Sì ma prima di Hong Kong abbiamo fatto un viaggio a Vietnam, Cambogia, 
Thailand. 
Dalila [9]: Ho conosciuto una ragazza italiana…lei viaggia tantissimo, è di Milano 
e i suoi genitori viaggiano anche. E poi quando sono andata in Erasmus sono 
andata a casa sua a Milano…poi lei è venuta a fare il master Londra e allora sono 
andata a trovarla a Londra. (…) 
 
Extract C 
Dalila [10]: Noi la settimana scorsa ci siamo portate due italiane al Pulse, che è 
tipo un bar gay però è tutto musica che conosci tipo Lady Gaga, Katy Perry e si 
sono divertite tantissimo…e stasera mi sa che vengono, se volete venire stasera 
noi stiamo andando! 
 
Extract D 
Sean: L’inglese è difficile per voi? 
Italian student: diciamo che per un italiano è più difficile costruire la struttura 
delle frasi, però la grammatica inglese è più semplice rispetto a quella italiana. 
Sean: Sì è un incubo per noi. 
(…) 
Dalila [11]: E poi voi avete anche the polite tense che noi non abbiamo…il lei. 
Italian student: Voi siete più gentili! 
Dalila: Secondo me in Inghilterra è il modo che dici la cosa, la maniera. 
 
Extract E 
Italian student: Tu ti sei divertito l’anno scorso in Italia? 
Tom [12]: Ho passato un anno di meravilia a Catania in Sicilia // era la più bella 
esperienza. L’università era una merda, ma gli esame erano molto facile…orale 
ma facile. 
 
Extract F 
Dalila [13]: Paghiamo tremila sterline per sei ore di lezione…tipo 140 sterline a 
lezione, è ridicolo! Però non so se sapete come funziona, ce lo paga il governo 
(…). Se noi studiamo lingue, è ovvio che sicuramente andremo all’estero, no? Ma 
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se vai all’estero più di quattro, cinque anni non devi più pagarlo…tipo è come se 
non esiste il fatto che devi pagare. 
 
Extracts taken from the second lesson with fourth year students. 
Participants: Georgina, Peppa, Sean 
Extract A 
Italian student: Siete mai stati a Pisa? 
Peppa: Sì, noi due l’anno scorso per tutto l’anno! (…) 
Italian student: Che cosa studiate qui in Inghilterra? 
Georgina: Le scienze politiche. 
Peppa: Io la letterature inglese e anche italiano. 
(…) 
Italian student: Come vi siete trovate a Pisa? 
Peppa [14]: Sì, mmm…molto buono, uhm…molto bene. 
Georgina: Non è caro per comprare i cocktails.  
Peppa: Sì perché abbiamo amici che sono stati a Milano e a Milano è stato molto 
caro fare tutto…dunque lei non poteva fare niente. 
Italian student: È un po’ come la differenza che c’è tra Cardiff e Londra più o 
meno. 
Peppa [15]: Avete amici in Londra, a Londra? 
Italian student: Sì, abbiamo degli amici che lavorano lì. 
Peppa: Ah, e gli piace? 
Italian student: Sì, anche se è un po’ troppo caotica. 
Peppa [16]: Penso che forse Londra sia meglio quando hai un lavoro invece di 
quando qualcuno è uno studente uhm…perché si deve avere soldi per vivere e per 
divertarsi. 
 
Extract B 
Italian student: Cosa ne pensate delle differenze che ci sono tra università italiana 
e univeristà inglese? 
Peppa [17]: Non ci sono seminar in Italia…perché in inglese c’è un lecture e 
anche un seminar…un classe per ogni soggetto. Sì un seminar è un classe più 
piccola per discutere, per parlare, dove gli studenti possono parlare invece del 
professore…però in Italia è tutto in una classe grandissima. (…) 
Georgina [18]: E anche per gli esami è diverso… 
Peppa:                                                      -  (( Oh my God yeah! )) 
Georgina[19]: È terribile perché forse uhm…hai tre esame in tre giorni e il primo 
esame non succe-…non successo? Non succede? // perché non c’è abbastanza 
tempo per tutti studenti…si deve aspettare. 
Peppa [20]:                 - (( Quando ci sono troppe persone )) Ma poi forse su 
quest’altro giorno c’è un altro esame. È molto stressante. (…) E poi non è molto 
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giusto perché ci sono cose nella storia che sono più complicate e sono più 
dimenticabile. 
 
Extract C 
Italian student: La professoressa ci ha parlato degli argomenti di cui dovrete 
parlare all’esame orale. Volete parlare di qualcosa in particolare? 
Peppa [21]: Ieri abbiamo dovuto scrivere qualcosa sull’ambiente uhm…io ho 
scritto qualcosa su deforestazione. 
Georgina [22]: Io il rinocerente in via di estinzione. 
Peppa [23]: Abbiamo quattro, abbiamo ecologia, famiglia, immigrazione 
emigrazione e il fenomeno del femenecidio. 
Georgina [24]: Sì, il fenomeno del femenecidio…I want to know more about 
femenecidio // yeah, they said it was like…è quando le donne – 
Italian student: L’uccisione delle donne da parte degli uomini. (…)  
Peppa: Not femen or femenism…più sociale, è un movimento più sociale. 
 
Extract D 
Georgina [25]: Per me se l’immigrazione è una cosa positiva o negativa dipende 
con se gli immigrati sono uhm…hanno una tendenza per integrarsi // se la persona 
è più integrata è una cosa normalmente positiva e sennò è negativa…perché è più 
facile essere una comunità più bene se tutte le persone like work together. (…) fra 
comunità etnici. 
Peppa [26]: Per me questo livello di uhm…integrazione dipende sulla lingua // 
perché se qualcuno non parla la lingua, la lingua inglese per esempio uhm…è 
impossibile parlare, trovare lavoro, fare amici, incontrare i vicini e diventare 
coinvolto. Dunque per me forse dovremmo avere i leggi più severi se qualcuno 
vorrebbe entrare nel nostro paese si deve fare un test di lingua e si deve 
frequentare una classa…una classe della lingua per potere comunicare con le 
persone. (…) 
Sean [27]: Sì sono d’accordo avec uhm…con Peppa perché è molto più difficile di 
integrarsi senza sapere uhm…come parlare la lingua // come si dice encourage? 
Italian student: incoraggia, incoraggiare. 
Sean: Non incoraggia l’integrazione se non parliamo la stessa lingua. (…) 
Peppa [28]: Sapete cos’è UKIP? Uhm United Kingdom Independence Party. Sì è 
un partito ma molto…diritto uhm…di destra. (…) 
Sean: E dove sono gli immigrati in Italia? 
Italian student: La maggior parte arrivano dal sud, in Sicilia e a Lampedusa. 
Peppa [29]: E c’è molto sul tabù su queste persone che muerono durante il 
viaggio. Persone che non sanno come costruire un barco, fatto da mano. 
(…) 
Georgina [30]: Mi da fastidia quando i maleducati in Inghilterra dicono che questi 
personi…queste persone prendono a nostri lavori perché ci sono anche le 
persone…per esempio uhm…i medici che si mantengono se stessi ne i loro paesi 
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e dopo venire a nostro paese uhm…what’s like the training? // non costa a nostro 
paese ma sfruttare l’occasione. 
Peppa [31]: (…) Tutti i paesi del west devono well…lavorare insieme 
per…what’s to provide? //  
Italian student: Fornire 
Peppa: Fornire uhm…uhm…like a uhm…like a rescue to like help everyone but 
we all have to do it together because everyone wants to come to England but we 
have to spread it out // un piano per condividere tutti immigrati fra tutti i paesi. 
(…) 
Gerogina [32]: Mia amica è andata a università a Manchester e durante il suo 
primo anno uhm…nel suo appartamento c’era… there was her e anche sei persone 
cinesi e una persona indiana e per lei non era un tempo divertente perché i cinesi 
sono forse sempre una comunitaria. 
Peppa [33]: Il suo proprio paese non si aspetta che you could feel…che si 
potrebbe sentire isolata. 
Georgina: Uhm capisco che è nella sua natura essere in questo modo, ma…ci è 
bisogno di un compromesso perché è una cosa di rispetto. 
 
Extract E 
Italian student: Cosa mi sapete dire del rapporto tra inglesi e gallesi? C’è un po’ di 
rivalità? 
Peppa [34]: Forse quando c’è una partita di rugby, quando c’è sport…le 
differenze sono più like magnified. 
Sean [35]: Io trovo che in Inghilterra non sentiamo odio ai gallesi uhm…ma sì, in 
Galles sì. Forse perché Londra è in Inghilterra. 
Peppa [36]: Forse perché Galles è un paese piccolo uhm…dunque devono essere 
più prote- proteggente…like protective. // E la lingua per esempio nelle scuole 
uhm primay school…si deve imparare gallese in  Galles. 
Sean [37]: Sì sono molto fieri di venire di Galles. 
(…) 
Sean [38]: È difficile per voi di notare gli accenti inglesi? 
Italian student: È abbastanza difficile per noi, sappiamo riconoscere l’inglese 
standard, infatti quando eravamo a Dublino ci siamo accorte che hanno un accento 
diverso, molto forte. (…) 
Peppa: What about from like uhm…le persone da Leeds, Manchester, Liverpool? 
Italian student: Sì, abbiamo sentito dire che hanno un modo di parlare diverso 
dall’inglese standard. 
Peppa: Oh my God yeah! I can’t understand…non posso capire niente…that’s 
ridiculous. 
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Extracts taken from the third lesson with fourth year students. 
Participants: Michela, Zoe 
Extract A 
Italian student: Quali sono le differenze principali fra la famiglia moderna e la 
famiglia tradizionale? Come si è evoluto il concetto di famiglia? 
Michela [39]: Prima il padre doveva lavorare invece la mamma stava a casa con i 
bambini, cucinava e tutto questo uhm…è per questo che anche il padre era il 
capofamiglia uhm…ma adesso penso la famiglia è più moderna perché la mamma 
anche lavora uhm…adesso la mamma ha la stessa importanza che il padre 
uhm…o anche forse la mamma è più importante perché la famiglia convenzionale 
non sono molto comune adesso // ci sono relazioni omosessuali uhm…single 
parents // per questo è cambiato il ruolo dei genitori in generale. 
(…) 
Italian student: L’aiuto dei nonni è molto importante, anche per la crescita dei 
nipoti. In Italia funziona così, sono una colonna portante. 
Michela: Ma qui no // i nonni noi hanno un ruolo molto importante. 
Zoe [40]: Dipende della famiglia qui, ma per me solo vedo i miei nonni forse due 
volte nell’anno…perché non vivono vicino. 
 
Extract B 
Zoe: Per esempio c’è uhm…un asilo qui in università, apposta. 
Italian student: Per aiutare le ragazze madri? 
Zoe [41]: Sì…perché anche ci sono studenti più grandi. 
Michela [42]: Anche nelle poste di lavoro c’è un asilo normalmente. 
 
Extract C 
Italian student: per quanto riguarda le abitudini della tipica famiglia italiana, noi la 
sera ci riuniamo e mangiamo tutti insieme. 
Michela [43]: No, qui è molto differente // perché quando i bambini sono piccoli 
uhm…invece // no, no invece uhm…normalmente mangiano prima dei suoi 
genitori… // sì, non è un ambiente familiare in generale. Però dipende della 
famiglia perché io ho sempre mangiato con i miei genitori quando ero piccola e 
adesso, non qui, però quando siamo a casa sempre mangiamo insieme. 
(…) 
Italian student: Con chi passate le vacanze di Natale? 
Michela [44]: Come si dice every other year? 
Italian student: A anni alterni, uno sì e uno no. 
Michela: Uhm…vado a Trieste perché mio papà e tutta la mia famiglia vivono lì // 
e anno dopo vado a Londra. 
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Extract D 
Italian student: E di solito cosa fate per l’ultimo dell’anno? Noi di andiamo a 
ballare, ma si spende un sacco di soldi! 
Michela [45]: Sì…discoteca a Londra costa mucho uhm…molto! 
Italian student: Tutte e due studiate spagnolo e siete state in Spagna? 
Michela [46]: Sì il primero uhm…il primo semestre. 
(…) 
Zoe [47]: Il tedesco…non mi piace la lingua. E anche mia nonna è austriaca, ma 
io non posso parlare…ho dimenticato molto, l’ho studiato nella scuola. 
 
Extracts taken from the fourth lesson with fourth year students. 
Participants: Georgina, Megan, Peppa 
Extract A 
Italian student: Che ne pensate di Pisa? 
Peppa [48]: Pisa è molto vicino a molte altre citta e dunque è molto facile 
viaggiare, prendere treno uhm…un volo per vedere il resto d’Italia. 
Italian student: E Milano l’avete mai visitata? 
Peppa [49]: Non siamo mai visitato Milano! 
Georgina: I wish we had! 
Peppa [50]: Yeah…l’unico che non abbiamo visto che abbiamo voluto vedere. 
 
Extract B 
Italian student: A lezione dovete fare una presentazione? 
Megan [51]: Sì ogni volta dobbiamo preparare qualcosa sull’argumento che ha 
detto…tipo uhm…la famiglia, ecologia… // però ci vuole un bel po’ di tempo di 
fare queste cose e allora…non lo faccio! 
 
Extract C 
Italian student: Conoscete la frase ‘è inutile piangere sul latte versato’? 
Peppa [52]: Like uhm… // quando qualcosa è fatta uhm…non vale la pena di 
pensare e di essere triste, perché è fatta. 
(…) 
Italian student: Cosa vuol dire ‘avere paura della propria ombra’? 
Peppa [53]: To be scared of your own shadows! Di avere molto paura di tutto, 
delle cose uhm…stupide // di essere paranoic- paranoid perché non c’è senso di 
avere paura dello stesso ombro. 
(…) 
Italian student: ‘Avere un diavolo per capello’? 
Georgina: To have a devil for your hair?! What? To have a devil on your 
shoulder…what about that? (…) 
Italian student: Voi dite avere un diavolo sulle spalle? 
Peppa [54]: Sì…un maleinfluenza. // È lo stesso o no? 
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Italian student: No. Significa essere molto arrabbiato, essere di cattivo umore. 
(…) Sapete qual è il significato dell’espressione ‘conoscere qualcosa o qualcuno 
come le proprie tasche’? 
(…) 
Peppa [55]: Forse di sapere qualcuno, qualcosa like the back of your hand… 
Perchè sempre si vede questa parte dunque // però forse noi usiamo più questo per 
una cosa o un posto uhm…like I know Cardiff like the back of my hand. 
Italian student: Che cosa significa ‘mettere qualcuno in riga’? 
(…) 
Peppa [56]: Like we say ‘to be on a power trip’ is like when you…quando 
qualcuno cerca di imporre tutti i suoi regoli sugli altri. (…) 
Italian student: ‘Non tutte le ciambelle escono col buco’ 
(…) 
Megan [57]: C’è un canzone in italiano di Disney perché io due anni fa ho 
lavorato con una famiglia e…c’è un canzone uhm…qualche volta un progetto che 
sembrava perfetto non può riuscire? È il re leone 2…si // vuol dire la stessa cosa. 
 
Extract D 
Megan: Ma voi di dove siete? 
Italian student: Noi siamo di Pisa. 
Megan [58]: Ah! Allora avete già incontrato prima di quest’anno? 
Italian student: Sì ci conosciamo dalle scuole superiori e questo è il secondo 
Erasmus che facciamo a Cardiff. (…) 
 
Extracts taken from the fifth lesson with fourth year students. 
Participants: Chelsea, Georgina, Peppa, Zoe 
Extract A 
Italian student: L’iniziativa del ‘caffè sospeso’ secondo voi è fare la carità o è 
altruismo? 
Peppa [59]: È un movimento organizzato, dove si deve pagare per qualcosa, ma 
anche un azione // ognuno può fare un singolo azione per aiutare qualcun altro. E 
non si deve farlo…è una scelta piccola. (…) Non penserei di farlo…se non 
vedevo… // if I didn’t see a sign. (…) Forse è più utile a dare le patatine fritte…un 
caffè è un piacere, sì è un lusso…perché è un lusso è un’azione altruisto…perché 
non è uhm…dare qualcosa di necessità. 
 
Extract B 
Italian student: Quali altre attività di beneficienza ci sono? 
Zoe [60]: Red nose… (…) Uhm…tutti i bambini uhm…portano un grande naso 
rosso e si paga una sterlina per vestirsi della uhm…ropa di casa invece delle 
uniformi. 
(…) 
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Italian student: In cosa consiste ‘movember’? 
Peppa [61]: Sì c’è una charity movember per il cancro dei testicoli…(…) gli 
uomini si fanno crescere i baffi per mostrare il sostegno alle persone per 
uhm…raise awareness. Perchè c’è il, lo, uno stigma, stigma per gli 
uomini…perchè ai uomini non piacciono andare a vedere il dottore. (…) E red 
nose day è molto molto popolare nelle scuole e i bambini piccoli tutti fanno 
questo uhm… And mufti day (...) is a charity is like a tradition, is not…non si dice 
in generale ma solo per questo evento.  
Zoe [62]: Sì…e anche jeans for genes…is quando mettere i jeans e pagare una 
sterlina per mettere i jeans per la carità. Quasi ogni mese c’è un giorno…(…) 
Anche ci sono nei supermercati delle boxes uhm…dove si può comprare 
qualcos’altro e si può metterla…((  )) si può comprare cibo per gatto. (…) 
E poi ci sono delle cartoline e ogni cartolina è per una diversa carità uhm…poi 
alla fine della spesa uhm recivi un coin e puoi decidere quale carità… ((  )) e alla 
fine del mese il supermercato uhm…da i soldi alla carità che avete scelto. 
(…) 
Peppa [63]: È importante avere queste iniziativi perché è importante di uhm…like 
to involve tutto per…like avere un sucesso di like raising money // like everyone 
to take part. Ogni giorno ci sono molte opportunità di fare qualcosa per la carità. 
 
Extract C 
Chelsea [64]: A Londra ci sono questi barriere uhm…per prevenire personi poveri 
uhm sulle strade a mendicare. (…) 
Peppa. [65]: C’è stato un problema dove le persone povere, senza una casa, 
dormono a questo posto e l’università ha costruito una barriera per prevenire 
queste persone di dormire lì. 
(…) 
Georgina: [66]: Forse è male immagine per l’università. 
Zoe: Diventerebbe un paradiso per i senzatetti. 
Peppa [67]: Questo non è accettibile per l’università. 
 
Extract D 
Italian student: Avete letto il libro ‘Jack Frusciante è uscito dal gruppo’? E vi è 
piaciuto? 
Georgina: (…) È un libro che tratta di un grande amore…ma è un libro noioso. 
Peppa [68]: Non mi piace molto in cui è scritto perché è i pensieri e la lingua di un 
ragazzo giovane è molto fratturato…uhm…non ci sono i punti, è scritto come si 
parla. 
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Extracts taken from the sixth lesson with fourth year students. 
Participants: Georgina, Michela, Peppa, Zoe 
Extract A: 
Italian student: Quali sono le scene di vita quotidiana nel film Radiofreccia? 
Zoe [69]: Uhm…ci sono molte lotte con la famiglia // c’è un, uhm…like a clash 
fra giovani e i suoi genitori, vogliono essere più liberi. 
(…) 
Peppa [70]: Freccia è molto indipendente…molto piace divertirsi. 
Italian student: Sì, gli piace andare a ballare, ha molte ragazze, è un po’ 
ribelle…però allo stesso tempo, nonostante questa apparenza da bullo, è un 
ragazzo insoddisfatto e ricorre alla droga. 
Peppa [71]: Sì…cerca di fill questo buco. (…) 
Cristina è la cugina di Nadia, yeah la donna // the red hair one is the bad one…la 
donna rossa è il male…o Cristina è la donna male? (…) 
Cristina è la donna che Freccia hai visto uhm…ha visto nel bagno al matrimonio. 
Italian student: Vi è piaciuto il film? 
Peppa [72]: No…penso che forse perché è stato molto difficile di capire 
uhm…perché c’è molto parl-…like speech // dunque è difficile seguire cosa 
succede. 
(…) 
Italian student: Cristina è considerate una bella ragazza da tutti. Quando lei non 
vuole più uscire con Freccia, lui comincia a osservarla, a spiarla per vedere cosa 
fa. 
Peppa [73]: Dunque lei è impossibile per lui // (…) dunque Freccia e Cristina 
erano // sono insieme per un periodo. (…) Cristina questa relazione con Freccia è 
un po’ di uhm // non è molto seria. 
 
Extract B 
Italian student: Ci sono altri argomenti di cui volete parlare? 
Georgina: Gay marriage is illegal in Italy? 
Peppa: Uhm…il matrimonio omosessuale è illegal in Italia?(…) 
Georgina [74]: Uhm…penso che ci sia un movimento per uscire il bando 
uhm…specialmente nelle citte di Firenze e Napoli…uhm ci sono grandi 
movimenti contro il uhm…legalisation of it? (…) 
Uhm… C’era una legge dove il matrimonio di due persone delli stessi…stesso 
genere era uhm…how do you say recognise? // (…) ma al momento c’è un 
movimento dal gruppo politico uhm…ha fermato… to stop it? 
Uhm…fermalo…Yeah // So it was legal for them to get married abroad and then 
come back and be like on the register, but now they tried also to stop that as well. 
(…) 
Peppa [75]: Pensi che questo questo movimento ora influenza uhm…quest’anno 
avrà effetti?  
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Italian student: No, non credo, il nostro paese è troppo tradizionalista. (…) 
 
Extract C 
Michela [76]: Credo che la madre ha un ruolo normalmente importante nella casa 
uhm…sì…però adesso questo ha // è cambiato molto…perché le donne hanno più 
libertà, possono lavorare e avere un ruolo uguale al padre. 
 
Extract D 
Italian student: Volete provare a raccontare di cosa parla questo libro? 
Peppa: Uhm…il libro dice che si tratta di un romanzo di un grande amore però… 
Georgina: è patetico! 
Peppa [77]: C’è questo rapporto fra un ragazzo Alex, e una ragazza Heidi, però 
(…) sono come amici molto vicini…considerando che il loro rapporto trascenda 
ehm…i limiti di un rapporto normale fra un ragazzo e una ragazza giovane. 
Georgina [78]: È una storia di un rapporto tipico fra due persone giovane dove 
pensano che questo amore è più diverso di uhm…degli altri // umh…hanno un 
amore speciale. 
Italian student: Quanti hanni hanno questi ragazzi? 
Peppa [79]: Sono giovani, sono…diciassette. (…) 
Ci sono molti temi come in Radiofreccia // uhm…la insoddisfazione dei giovani, 
la droga…frattura con la famiglia…(…) 
Georgina: Nella famiglia di Alex c’è comunicazione uhm…nonostante forse 
qualche volta è negative, ma non nella famiglia di Martino…è completamente 
isolato. 
Peppa [80]: La catalista…il catalisto? La catalista? The catalyst. 
Italia student: Elemento catalizzatore? 
Peppa [81]: Sì…c’è un catalizzatore quando Martino è trovato dalla polizia con la 
droga uhm… so lui è in carcere e suo padre arriva e fa finta di essere molto 
arrabbiato…ma Martino capisce che suo padre non gli interessa. 
 
Extract E 
Zoe [82]: Io ho letto ‘La neve se ne frega’. Non ho letto ‘Jack Frusciante’. (…)  
Si nasce quando si è vecchio in una capsula…e dopo si morte quando si è 
bambino. 
Georgina: Perchè si chiama ‘La neve se ne frega’? 
Zoe [83]: Perché ci sono queste camere dentro questa citta …e c’è questo governo 
di solo una persona che vuole // ha a cuore la felicità delle persone, ma…allo 
stesso tempo è un dittatore. 
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Extracts taken from the first lesson with second year students. 
Participants: Anais, Eddie 
Extract A 
Italian student: Vi è piaciuto il film ‘Notte prima degli esami’? 
Eddie [84]: Sì…uhm…capisco // ho capito molto ma non ho capito tutto…// 
uhm…non ho avuto sottotile? Uhm…loro dicono molto veloce! 
 
Extract B 
Italian student: sapete se vengono anche gli altri ragazzi a lezione? 
Eddie [85]: Loro hanno avuto un esame…così uhm…penso che loro…they won’t 
come // non vengono. 
 
Extract C 
Italian student: Quali sono le differenze che avete notato fra Regno Unito e Italia? 
Eddie [86]: Uhm…quando sono stato in Italia, le persone sono stato con 
uhm…loro guidano con le gambe! Sì e sono surpirsa? Surprise…che uso (( 
cintura )).  
(…) 
Eddie [87]: E il tempo…qui fa più piove che uhm…abito // abitavo…non mi 
piace. (…) 
 
Extract D 
Italian student: E che differenze ci sono fra italiani e inglesi? 
Anais: gli italiani sono meno timidi. 
Eddie: Uhm…italiani sono più relass-… 
Italian student: Rilassati 
Eddie: Rislassati e…in generali inglesi sono più preoccupati. 
Anais: Sono più aperti. Ho più amici italiani che inglesi. 
Eddie [88]: Posso solo dire da mia opinione // ma non so… (…) Noi non siamo 
gesticulare! 
(…) 
Italian student: poi qui la gente non fa caso a come ti vesti, mentre in Italia sì. 
Anais [89]: Qui puoi uscire come vuoi, senza essere giudicato // dunque per me è 
positivo. (…) Io mi vestito e mi trucco per me. 
 
Extract E 
Italian students: Voi sapete quali sono gli argomenti dell’orale? 
Eddie [90]: uhm…per il presentazione o per gli orali esami? 
Italian student: Per gli esami orali. 
Eddie: Uhm non lo so perché uhm… 
Anais:                        ((nel secondo semestre abbiamo gli orali)). 
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Extracts taken from the second lesson with second year students. 
Participants: Anais, Eddie, Georgia, Rosemary 
Extract A 
Italian student: Cosa succede nel film ‘Notte prima degli esami’? 
Eddie [91]: Luca non può trovare la ragazza della festa…uhm ma lui non sa che 
lei è la filia del suo professore…così lui va alla sua casa uhm…loro sono vicino 
ma…loro non mai incontriamo. 
Italian student: Non si incontrano subito. 
Eddie [92]: Ma nel fino ehm…(( finalmente ))…lui la incontra uhm…a lei non lui 
piace. 
Italian student: (( al finale, o alla fine)). 
(…) 
Rosemay [93]: Tu può…potresti dire che lui aveva un debole per lei. (…) 
 
Extract B 
Italian student: Come sono i voti qua nel high school? 
Georgia [94]: Uhm…per la maturità abbimo A a F…e dopo F, is like 
fail…uhm…e anche più estrella? What’s star? Che è più buono. (…) Like wow! 
Perfect! 
(…) 
Georgia [95]: Se ci sono due domande che non capito…you can’t // non posso 
fare niente. 
Italian student: Per noi l’esame di maturità è diverso, è molto difficile. (…) 
Rosemary [96]: Avete fatto bene con l’esame? 
Italian student: Sì per fortuna! E voi non avete un esame di maturità? 
Eddie [97]: Sì, ma…abbiamo esame per ogni corso. Il governamento cambia il 
sistema così...uhm…così gli student devono fare un esame alla fine del corso 
uhm…ma ho fatto molti esami per ogni corso. (…) 
Georgia [98]: Se non fai buono uhm…non puoi provare…ma nel passato abbiamo 
la…(…) I have to retake uhm…devo ripassare tutto l’anno. (…) Contano più gli 
esami in gennaio…quindi se non… 
Italian student: Se non li passi d’estate devi ripetere tutto. 
Georgia [99]: Sì…quindi molto degli studenti adesso non sceliere di ripassare e 
uscire da scuola. 
Extract C 
Georgia [100]: Uhm…per entrare a università pubblico…tutto le persone sono 
like lo stesso o // deve avere le buone voti? 
Italian student: Per alcune facoltà ci sono dei test d’ingresso da superare. (…) 
Rosemary [101]: Anche in Inghilterra è diffcìle di entrare. Ci sono università 
molto male e università molto buono. Quando gli studenti uhm…partire per 
università // tutti non avere veramente stesso livello. 
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Extracts taken from the second lesson with second year students. 
Participants: Anais, Eddie, Rosemary 
Extract A 
Italian student: Da voi Babbo Natale lascia i dolci o porta solo i regali? 
Eddie [102]: Da noi su 25 uhm…ho regali da Santa Clause uhm…Babbo Natale? 
E normalmente anche cioccolate e dolci. (…) Il 26 abbiamo un altro vacanza. 
 
Extract B 
Italian student: Ferragosto è un giorno di festa durante il mese di agosto. Che cosa 
fanno le persone in questa immagine? 
Anais [103]: Uhm…si buttano acqua addosso? 
Italian student: Sì, diciamo ‘fare i gavettoni’, ci tiriamo questi palloncini pieni 
d’acqua. 
 
Extract C 
Italian student: Il carnevale in Italia è un evento molto popolare. (…) 
Eddie [104]: Così uhm..quando questo succide? // solo una volta nell’anno o 
spesso? 
 
Extract D 
Anais [105]: A Natale mangiamo molto…troppo! Di solito sono numerosi 
uhm…siamo numerosi. 
Italian student: E qual è il piatto tipico? 
Eddie [106]: C’è un tradizione di un torchino uhm…con patate e gravy. 
 
Extracts taken from the second lesson with second year students. 
Participants: Anais, Eddie, Georgia, Rachel, Rosemary 
Extract A 
Italian student: Descrivete queste immagini. 
Eddie [107]: Una casa in uhm…nel bosco // Uhm…qualche montagne dietro. // 
Solo me?! 
Anais: C’è una barca nel fiume…uhm poi penso che è l’inverno. Ci sono alberi. 
(…) 
Rachel [108]: C’è un cane uhm…il gatto…uhm..cevale (…) 
Rosemary [109]: Ma uhm…c’è parola per shrimp? 
Anais: Gambas? (…) But I don’t know in Italian, non so. 
 
Extract B 
Italian student: Sapete i nomi di questi mestieri? 
Anais: Giardiniere 
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Rosemary [110]: Qualcuno che lavora alla gelateria? 
Italian student: Sì, gelateria è il negozio, gelataio è la persona che fa il gelato. (…) 
Rachel [111]: Qualcuno che lavora con la scienza? 
 
Extract C 
Italian student: Nomi di frutta e verdura che iniziano con la S 
Anais: Spinaci 
Eddie: Susina 
Rosemary [112]: Satsuma…satsuma // è come arancia…is like // è molto bene! 
 
Extract D 
Italian student: Cosa succede in questa situazione? 
Eddie [113]: Mio filio ha un febbre…uhm ha un febbra da due giorni fa. 
Uhm…febbre cominciato la mattina. (…) 
 
Extract E 
Eddie [114]: Ho bisogno di comprare tacchino e verdure uhm…per il pranzo di 
Natale…ma non posso trovare le verdure… (…) 
 
Extract F 
Eddie: Voglio visitare Sicilia uhm…con mio figlio perchè è molto bella. 
Uhm…voglio andare Catania…Poi voglio visitare Venezia…uhm voglio vedere 
tutto di Italia. Voglio visitare il Vaticano e anche voglio andare a Milano…ma 
solo per due giorni. 
Italian student: Vorresti andare anche al mare? 
Eddie [115]: Uhm…forse ma…la mia vacanza preferita è uhm…a una 
citta…città, perché mi piace la storia. 
 
Extract G 
Italian student: Cos’è questo oggetto? 
Eddie [114]: Vacumo? 
Anais: Vacuum, hover. 
Italian student: Aspirapolvere. (…) E invece questo? 
Anais: Stirare? 
Italian student: Sì, stirare è l’azione (…) mentre l’oggetto è il ferro da stiro. 
Anais [115]: In  francese si dice ripassare i vestiti…répasser. 
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Appendix C  
Learning Portfolio 
 
CANDIDATE NAME: Camilla Calvani 
MODULE TITLE: Pedagogy of Modern Foreign Languages 1 
SEMINAR TUTOR: Caroline Lynch 
ESSAY TITLE / COURSEWORK ASSIGNMENT: Learning Portfolio 
 
This essay aims to analyse the experience of teaching Italian as a second 
language as part of the module Pedagogy of Modern Foreign Languages 1. I 
worked together with other Italian colleagues and our lessons’ goal was to 
improve the oral skills of second and fourth year students. 
There are some aspects that I would like to highlight as regards the differences 
that I found within the groups. One is that all students did not have the same 
language proficiency level and, in addition to this, I had to establish a relationship 
with both extrovert and introvert students. These were the most significant 
difficulties I faced. Moreover, the fact that each conversation group was 
comprised of varying numbers and varying individuals (especially the fourth year 
group) meant it took great effort to win the confidence and build meaningful 
relationships with each participant.  
 
As regards the second year, after the first two classes I realised that I had 
overestimated the students’ language competence. Most of them had never been to 
Italy or had the opportunity to freely talk to a native Italian speaker. Hence, I ran 
the risk of talking too much or too fast and not being understood. For instance, 
this was noticeable during the second meeting, when, in order to create a 
discussion among the participants, I showed them some pictures of typical Italian 
festivities and I asked them to describe what they saw. I ended up talking for most 
of the hour, as I did not want to impose upon them or to make them feel uneasy. 
As a consequence of this episode, I tried to rethink how to work with these 
students: my priority was to give them a chance to speak freely and comfortably, 
hence I had to avoid too many interruptions or corrections in the event of 
mistakes. 
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In comparison, the fourth year, students had a very good level of Italian. They 
had spent the year before studying in Italy; overall they were quite fluent and 
more used to speaking the target language. In this case the difficulty was the great 
variation of students within the group, in fact most of the students attended the 
class just once. Because of this, extrovert students did not fear to talk, even if 
making mistakes, while the introverted ones remained silent even if they had very 
good skills. As a result, self-confident students ended up prevailing on the others 
during the whole lesson. For instance, during one of the fourth year lessons, I 
gave them a list of Italian idiomatic expressions and they had to guess the 
meaning or explain it to the whole group if they were already familiar with them. I 
noticed that extrovert students jumped in as soon as they read the sentences, 
looking for a solution, while introvert students tended to be shy and remain silent, 
even if they knew the right explanation. However, I could solve this problem by 
asking each of them to read and talk about a sentence, encouraging the others who 
were listening to step in and give suggestions, in order to grip everyone’s 
attention. In the end I was satisfied with the results I obtained: each student 
actively took part and talked for ten minutes, showing enthusiasm and sufficient 
participation. 
 
The seminar lectures that we attended have been very useful. Our Italian tutor 
Caroline Lynch provided us with helpful advice on how to structure a lesson plan, 
how to deal with time and what to do in case of particularly introvert students. As 
regards the latter point, I must say that it was hard to convince these students to 
actively participate in the conversation. In accordance with the views expressed in 
Kolb’s cycle of Experiential learning, I have always been a ‘watcher’ when 
learning a new experience; I would rather watch from the sidelines than actively 
jump in to participate in a situation or in solving a problem (Gastinel-Jones). 
Hence, I could understand how these students might feel. I am a student too and I 
know what it means to feel under pressure, or to experience the fear of being 
judged when making mistakes. This is why I tried to carefully think about how to 
involve these students and how to avoid creating frustration and embarrassment 
for them. I had to take into account and balance the students different learning 
styles as “if learning is oriented according to their preference they will learn more 
effectively”(Gastinel-Jones). 
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As the lessons progressed, especially as regards the second year, I was 
gradually able to tell which students were more willing to work with and 
comment on pictures or videos and which preferred to work in pairs, building 
dialogues with each other and following a social learning style. This was when I 
realised that each person has a different learning style. Bearing this in mind, I 
tried to balance the content of each lesson to make each student feel comfortable 
within the teaching/learning setting. 
 
Another detail that became apparent was that working in an informal setting, 
with small conversation groups, improved the quality and effectiveness of our 
lessons. I noticed this positive aspect not only in the class I held, but also when 
attending some Italian lectures as an observer: students were more motivated 
when working in pairs or in small groups than individually or when talking to the 
whole class. They shared ideas more easily and the teacher could intervene to help 
them make connections and find meanings, encouraging confidence and checking 
their knowledge. 
 
Another successful method was to introduce to students particular topics to 
talk about, such as immigration, Italian stereotypes and modern family life. When 
supported with with pictures and videos, this encouraged them to make 
comparisons between Italy and Great Britain and to identify differences and 
similarities. This gave the students the opportunity to discover new traits about 
Italy; they participated with enthusiasm and curiosity. 
 
My teaching experience as a whole has been very positive; nevertheless, 
looking to the future, there are some aspects I would try to improve. For example, 
I would create easier lesson plans for second year students, focusing on playful 
and interactive activities, avoiding too detailed and specific topics and giving 
them the opportunity to learn and have fun at the same time. 
Another thing I would improve is my time management. In some lessons we 
had finished talking about the main topic before we had used the allocated time, 
even though each student had had the chance to talk. I think that this was due to 
the variable size of the groups; while planning the lessons, we never knew how 
many students would be attending. However, we circumvented this problem for 
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the following classes by preparing extra-activities to do in case we were left with 
extra time to utilise. 
This experience gave me the opportunity to develop confidence and 
communicational skills. Now I am more aware of how hard it is to be a language 
teacher and I realised how important it is to be patient, self-confident and self-
critical. 
 
 
 
References: 
Gastinel-Jones, M. 2014. Handouts distributed in ML1975: Pedagogy of Modern 
Foreign Languages 1, at Cardiff University. 
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Samples of Lesson Plans  
Module: ML1975 Pedagogy of Modern Foreign Languages 1 
Setting the session in context: Who are my learners? 
 
Time and Place: Friday 17/10/2014 (week 3), h 11.10-12.00am, Psychology Café  
Level: year 4 
Size of class: 6 students 
Session specific: Italian extra-conversation – year abroad experience 
Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) for this session: 
By the end of the session students will: 
 Be able to present a detailed report of their year abroad 
 Be able to explain the reason why they decided to study Italian and talk 
about their future job plans 
 Be able to display the holiday/trip they enjoyed most. 
 
Lesson Plan 
Time Related ILO Teacher activity 
 
Learner Activity Resources 
11.10- 
11.35 
Talk about 
their year 
abroad 
experience in 
Italy in a 
detailed way 
 
 
 
Guide students in 
telling their 
personal 
thoughts, 
feelings, 
judgments about 
leaving in Italy, 
making a 
comparison 
between Italian 
and English 
university system 
Students talk to 
the whole group 
for at least 5 
minutes each 
 
11.35- 
11.45 
Express their 
reasons of 
choosing to 
learn Italian 
and think 
about if/how 
they will take 
advantage of 
it in the 
future 
Broad students’ 
skills in 
connecting 
different topics 
(past experiences 
and future plans) 
Students talk to 
the whole group 
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11.45-
12.00 
Discuss 
about their 
favourite trip  
 
 
 
Stimulate 
students in 
explaining which 
particular 
activities made 
that holiday 
unique and 
unforgettable  
Students talk to 
the whole group 
 
 
 
Time and Place: Friday 24/10/2014 (week 4) h 11.10-12.00 am, Psychology Café 
Level: year 4 
Size of class: 3 students 
Session specific: Italian extra-conversation – immigration  
Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) for this session: 
By the end of the session students will: 
 Be able to critically comment on the phenomenon of immigration with 
appropriate lexis 
 Be able to understand and discuss an Italian article 
 Be able to compare the phenomenon of immigration in Italy and in UK 
and to show their point of view 
 
Lesson Plan 
Time Related ILO Teacher activity 
 
Learner 
Activity 
Resources 
11.10-
11.25 
Talk about the 
major 
characteristics 
of the 
phenomenon, 
identifying pros 
and cons 
 
 
Introduce the 
topic and ask 
questions to let 
the students show 
their point of 
view (Siete a 
favore o contro 
l‘immigrazione? 
Possibili rimedi 
per l’integrazione 
degli immigrati? 
E’ necessario 
porre dei limiti al 
flusso 
immigratorio?) 
Students 
answer 
teachers’ 
questions 
talking to the 
whole group 
 
11.25-
11.35 
Understand the 
whole content 
Guide students in 
reading and 
Students read a 
part of the 
Italian 
article 
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of an article 
related to the 
topic 
understanding the 
article  
article each from an 
Italian 
newspaper 
handed in 
class by the 
lecturer the 
day before 
11.35-
11.45 
Analyse the 
article and 
discuss it 
 
 
Explaining 
difficult words, 
phraseological 
expressions and 
metaphors 
Every student 
makes a 
comment 
talking to the 
whole group 
 
11.45-
12.00 
Make a 
comparison 
between Italian 
and English 
phenomenon of 
immigration 
(also on the 
basis of their 
personal 
experience in 
Italy) 
Teachers talk 
about their 
personal idea of 
immigration, 
encouraging the 
students to make 
comparisons 
Students 
display their 
opinions about 
the topic 
talking to the 
whole group 
and interacting 
with teachers 
 
 
 
Time and Place: Friday 28/11/2014 (week 9), h 11.10-12.00 am, Psychology 
Cafè  
Level: year 4 
Size of class: 5 students 
Session specific: Italian extra-conversation – iniziative di solidarietà italiane e 
inglesi 
Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) for this session: 
By the end of the session students will: 
 Critically analyse an Italian article 
 Compare English and Italian initiatives 
 
Lesson Plan 
Time Related ILO Teacher activity Learner Activity Resources 
11.10-
11.30 
Make a critical 
analysis of the 
article “Una 
tazzina di 
cortesia” 
Guide students in 
selecting the 
main aspects of 
the article, 
explaining them 
Tell their opinion 
to the whole group 
and discuss about 
it 
Italian article 
“Una tazzina 
di cortesia” 
delivered 
during the 
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the meaning of 
words and 
expressions they 
do not 
understand 
Italian 
lecture by 
the teacher 
Franca 
Viglione 
11.30-
12.00 
Make a 
comparison 
between 
different kind 
of charity 
initiatives in 
Italy and in 
UK 
(Movember, 
Red Nose 
Day, Jeans for 
Genes, fare 
l’elemosina…) 
Tell students 
Italian way of 
doing charity, 
encouraging 
them to compare 
different cultural 
charity initiatives 
Give examples of 
charity initiatives 
to the whole 
group, telling their 
own experiences 
and weather they 
take part in it 
 
 
 
Time and Place: Monday 10/11/2014 (week 8) h 4.10-5.00 pm, John Percival 
Cafè 
Level: Year 2 
Size of class: 2 students 
Session specific: Italian extra-conversation – Italian stereotypes 
Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) for this session: 
By the end of the session students will: 
 Be able to show their point of view about the differences between Italians 
and Europeans 
 Be able to comment an Italian article and an Italian video clip 
 Be able to share ideas and critically comment the topic 
 
Lesson Plan 
Time Related 
ILO 
Teacher activity 
 
Learner Activity Resources 
4.10-4.20 Clarify the 
meaning of 
“stereotype” 
and give 
some 
examples 
Introduce the topic 
and ask about the 
“stereotypes” they 
know about Italians 
(“Conoscete 
qualche stereotipo 
italiano?”, “Avete 
Students answer 
teachers’ 
questions and 
share ideas with 
the whole group 
 
 
 
134 
 
delle esperienze in 
prima persona?”) 
4.20-4.40 Watch the 
video and 
discuss 
about it 
 
 
 
Ask students if 
they agree with the 
video and 
encourage them to 
give a comparison 
with their cultural 
habits 
Students express 
their points of 
view and talk to 
the whole group 
Italian 
video of 
Bruno 
Bozzetto 
about Italy 
and Europe 
: 
http://www.
youtube.co
m/watch?v=
XkInkNMpI
1Q 
4.40-5.00 Read the 
article and 
share ideas 
in favour or 
against it 
 
 
 
Ask if they agree 
with the article and 
why. Explain 
words they do not 
understand 
Students read the 
article (a 
paragraph each) 
and ask for 
clarifications in 
case of doubts 
about the 
meaning 
Gabriella 
Iafelice’s 
article: 
http://www.
italianialond
ra.com/new
s/news.asp?
ID=145&ite
m=0A43B0
&cat=5512
F2C7&actio
n=vote&wh
at=no&com
mentID=02
4FB185  
 
 
Time and Place: Monday 17/11/2014 (week 8)  h 4.10-5.00 pm, John Percival 
Cafè 
Level: Year 2 
Size of class: 5 students 
Session specific: Italian extra-conversation – Film “Notte prima degli esami”, 
Italian educational system 
Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) for this session: 
By the end of the session students will: 
 Be able to talk about the film “Notte prima degli esami” 
 Understand the Italian educational system 
 Be able to make a comparison between the Italian educational system 
and the English one 
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Lesson Plan 
Time Related 
ILO 
Teacher activity 
 
Learner Activity Resources 
4.10-4.30 Talk about 
the plot of 
the film and 
remind the 
main scenes 
 
Ask the students to 
talk about the film 
and its meaning 
Students talk about 
the scenes and ask 
the teachers some 
expressions they do 
not understand 
such as the Italian 
evaluation system 
and some terms as 
“cartucciera”, 
“quadri” 
“ammesso/non 
ammesso” 
Film “Notte 
prima degli 
esami” by 
Fausto 
Brizzi 
4.30-4.40 Talk about 
the actors 
and their 
behaviours  
Ask the students 
which actor they 
liked more and 
why and if they 
agree with the 
choice of the main 
actor 
Students talk about 
the actors and their 
behaviours, asking 
for explanations 
about dialectal 
expressions they 
might not know 
 
4.40-5.00 Talk about 
the school 
Italian 
system 
comparing 
it with the 
English one 
Explain the Italian 
educational system 
(esami di maturità), 
asking them to talk 
about the English 
one. 
Students make a 
comparisons 
between the two 
systems  
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